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November 19, 1993

Ms. J. Lyn Cutler

Section Chief, Special Projects
Department of Environmental Protection
436 Dwight Street

Springfield, MA 01103

Re:  GE Newell Street
Imminent Hazard Evaluation; Results of Sampling
1-1057 Pittsfield

Dear Ms. Cutler:

In accordance with your letter of September 23, 1993, I am enclosing a report-by Blasland
and Bouck Engineers titled "Supplemental Surficial Soil Sampling xNewell Street II Sxte.” It
contains the PCB results of four evenly spaced surficial soil samples along the southern GE

property line adjacent to 153 Newell Street. As noted in the report, the PCB concentrations
detected ranged from 0.47 to 9.6 ppm total PCBs.

The sample which showed the highest PCB concentration was also analyzed for the Appendix
IX+3 constituents. The Appendix IX+3 resuits are presented in the enclosed report.

In accordance with your September 23 letter, the enclosed report also presents the VOC field
screening results and soil descriptions for each sample.

Based on these results, there appears to be no need for concern with an "imminent hazard" in
this area. The PCB concentrations detected are all below even DEP's surficial soil guideline
level of 10 ppm for Short-Term Measure evaluation in high-use residential areas (which, as
you know, GE does not accept and believes is overly conservative). Moreover, the appendix
IX+3 resuits reveal no constituent levels of concern which would warrant an STM.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Yours truly

~ %

<
M v wll/"j{, - B M
G. Grant Bowman
Manager, Environmental Engineering

Enclosure



ce: R. Bell, DEP
J.R. Bieke, Shea & Gardner
L. Bolduc, Pittsfield Commissioner of Public Health
R.F. Desgroseilliers, GE
E. Ebert, ChemRisk
R.K. Goldman, Blasland & Bouck
S.F. Joyce, DEP Commissioner's Office
A. Kurpaska, DEP
B. Olson, EPA Region |
Mayor Edward Reilly, City of Pittsfield
A.J. Thomas, Jr., GE

g A. Weinberg, DEP
Housatonic River Initiative
- ECL IP(IV)(A)1
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SUPPLEMENTAL SURFICIAL SOIL SAMPLING - NEWELL STREET II SITE

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS
NEWELL STREET MCP SITE

L BACKGROUND

In a letter to the General Electric Company (GE) dated August 25, 1993,
the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) directed GE
to provide within 20 days a proposal for conducting surficial soil sampling and
PCB analysis at the southern end of the GE Newell Street Parking Lot (the GE
Newell Street !l site). The specific area of interest was the area of the parking
lot adjacent to the fence that borders the property at 153 Newell Street. These
data were requested to facilitate the MDEP’s performance of an "imminent hazard
evaluation" of this area.

On September 18, 1995;, GE submitted a proposal to collect soil samples
at the Newell Street !l site in accordance with the MDEP's August 25, 1993
letter. The MDEP provided conditional approval of the proposed sampling plan
in a letter dated September 23, 1983.

On behalf of GE, Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C. implemented the
proposed sampling plan, amended in accord(ance with the MDEP’'s September 23,
1993 letter. These activities were performed on October 6, 1993. A description

of these activities and a summary of the associated results are presented below.

. PROTOCOLS AND METHODS

A total of four soil samples were collected from four separate locations
from within the grassy area located at the southern end of the GE Newell Street

Parking Lot (see Figure 1) and submitted for laboratory analyses. These
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samples were collected and analyzed using protocols outlined in the MCP
Sampling and Analysis Plan (Blasland & Bouck, September 1880).

in general, discrete soil samples were collected from ¢ to 6 inches below
the ground surface. Prior to sample collection, the grass and approximately
one-half inch of root matter were removed and set aside. A sufficient volume
of soil was collected from the 0- to 8-inch depth interval and placed onto a flat
aluminum pan where it was thoroughly mixed with a stainless steel spatula.
After a sufficient sample volume had been coliected, the hole was filled with
clean potting soil, and the grass and root matter were replaced.

Prior to mixing, the physical characteristics of each sample were recorded,
and a subsample from each sample was removed and screened in the field
using a photoionization detector (PID). A summary of this information is
presented in Table 1.

‘Subsequent to mixing, the soil samples were placed into appropriate sample
containers, with a subsample of each sample being removed and screened for
PCBs at the OBG Laboratories’ facility at the GE Plant in Pittsfield. The sample
exhibiting the highest PCB concentration (NS-24) was submitted to CompuChem
Laboratories, Inc., Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, for analysis of
constituents listed ‘in Appendix IX of 40 CFR Part 264, plus benzidine, 2-
chloroethylviny! ether, and 1,2-diphenylhydrazine (Appendix IX+3). Subsamples
of all four samples were alsc submitted to IT Analytical Services, Knoxviiié,
Tennessee, for PCB and total organic carbon (TOC) analyses. The results of
these PCB and TOC analyses, as well as the Appendix IX+3 results are
summarized in Figure 1. Only the constituents detected are shown on that
figure (although most are at concentrations below the Contract Laboratory
Program quantitation limit). The analytical data sheets and associated chain-of-

custedy forms are included in Appendix A.
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i, SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL DATA

As shown in Figure 1, PCB concentrations of the four soil samples collected
ranged from 0.47 to 8.6 parts per million-dry weight (ppm) with sample NS-24
exhibiting the highest PCB concentration. TOC ranged from 25,600 to 64,500
ppm. The Appendix (X+3 analysis of sample NS-24 indicated the presence of
methylene chioride at 0.022 ppm; however, this analyte, a common laboratory
contaminant, was also found in the associated method blank. Various
semivolatile constituents (SVOCs) were noted to be present in sample NS-24;
however, with the exception of total phenols at 0.38 ppm, each of the SVOCs
found were indicated to be at levels which were below the Contract Laboratory
Protocol quantitation limit. The estimated concentrations of the various SVOCs
detected are presented in Figure 1 with appropriate qualification. Various metal
constituents were also detected; however, the levels at which these constituents

were found generally represent background conditions.



TABLE 1

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
PITTSFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS

NEWELL STREET PARKING LOT

SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL SAMPLING - GENERAL DATA

Sample Average
Sample 1D Depth PID Sample Description

£ : (inches) Resulits

- NS-21 0-6 0.25 Gray-brown, fine to medium sand

- with some silt and gravel

i NS-22 0-6 1.95 Brown, silty, fine to medium sand
with some gravel and coarse sand

g NS-23 0-6 0.35 Brown, fine, sandy silt with some
gravel and medium to coarse sand

NS-24 0-6 0.30 Brown silt with some fine to medium

| sand

Notes:

1. Samples were collected on October 6, 1993 by Blasland & Bouck Engineers,
P.C.

2. Samples were screened in the field with a photoionization detector (PID).

3. All samples were submitted for laboratory analysis of PCBs.

4 Sample NS-24, which exhibited the highest PCB concentration, was also
submitted for laboratory analysis of constituents listed in Appendix IX of 40
CFR Part 264, plus benzidine, 2-chloroethyl vinyl ether, and 1,2-
dipenylhydrazine.

5. Refer to Figure 1 for a summary of the associated analytical results.

e,

11/24/93
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GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
PITTSFIELE, MASSACHUSEYTS . O S PP
CWELL BTREET PARKING LOT / s Sty
SUPPLEMENTAL SOIL APPENDIX IX+3 DATA
(Ramilts wre raported b doy weighleporty per rliilon, ppmy
NG 21 NG 22 NS - 23 NS - 24
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Tatal Grgonic Corbon 25 600 A3, 100 46, 600 64, 500
NG-~24
EASEL 0 §
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SEMIVOLATILE ORGARICS
Acanaphtny lene 0,14
Anthracane D083
Bertoloffntnegcens Q.82 g
BantalblFlusranthana O.91 ax
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.
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BLASLAND & BOUCK ENGINEERS, P.C.

ENGINEERS & SCIENTIRTS
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ANALYTICAL DATA SHEETS




Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C. 1T ANALYTICAT

L SERVICES
October 27, 1993 5815 MIDDLEBROOK PIKE
KNOXVILLE TN
Client Sample ID: G. E. Pinsfield - Newell St. Job Number: BLB 35192

PCBs ANALYSIS
Results in ug/kg (ppb)

Sample Matrix: Soil

Arocior
1016, 1232,
1242% and/or Total

Client Sample ID Lab Sample ID 124 Aroclor 1254 Aroclor 1260 Aroclors -

NS-21 776302 40 U 210 = 260 = 470
g NS§-22 276303 390 U 2100 * 1500 = 3600
L N§-23 776304 240 U 3600 * 4500 = $100
NS-24 2726305 75 U 4800 = 4800 * 9600
E Method Blank BILM1407 40 U 9C U 950 U %0 U

5
%

e

Extraction Date:  10/14/93

Analysis Date: 10/21/93, 10/22/93, 10/25/95

* . Sample Aroclor pattern identified and/or calculated as Aroclor 1247,

L' - Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection limit for the sampie.
= - Sample exhibits alteration of standard aroclor pattern.

+

(¥
s
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| 3lasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C. IT ANALTTICALSIRVICES
ctober 27, 1993 315 MIDDLEBROCK PIXE
NOXVILLE TN
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Client Sample ID: G. E. Piusfield - Newell St. Job Number: BLB 35192
TOTAL ORGANIC CARBON ANALYSIS
Results in mg/kg (ppm;}

Sample Matrix: Soil

£
i
I
i

Client Sample 1D Lab Sample ID Result
Method Blank P5573 100 U
NS-21 2726302 25600
NS§-22 276303 43100
’ NS-23 776304 46600
NS-24 776305 64500
Analysis Date: 10/12/93, 10/13/93
U - Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection limit for the sample.
. SPOCE 8L FRE

SAT A
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1A EPA SAMPLE NC.
VOLATILE CRGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
! |
NS-24RE §
Lab Name: COMPUCHEM, K RTP Contract: 500077 >
Lab Code: {OMPU Case No.: 27893 SAS No.: S5DG No.: 23
Matrix: (soil/water) SOIL Lab Sample ID: 582450
Sample wt/vol: 5.9 {(g/mL) G Lab File ID: GRO82450C03
Level: {low/med) LOW . Date Received: 10/08/93
% Moisture: not dec. 20 Date Analyzed: 10/21/93
Column: (pack/cap} CAP Dilution Factor: 1.0
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CAS NO. COMPOUND {(ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/XKG Q
T4=87 =3 mmmm i Chloronethane 12 u
74~83~9mm—=m——wwwBromonethane 6 u
T 5 (L o o e v e =-Vinyl Chloride iz 11U
TEw00=d st e Chloroethane 12 u
75-09-2=—mr————— Methylene Chloride 22 B
67-64~]l—mmm————— Acetone 12 u
75=15=mmmm——— -Carkbon Disulfide 6 U
75-35-4~==mme===],l-Dichloroethene 6 U
TE=34 = -1,1-Dichlorocethane & U
67=66=3=—mmm———— Chloreform 6 U
107=06=2=mm————— 1,2«Dichloroethane g u
78933 ~mmmm—mwwd~Butanone 1z u
T Lo 55 o o om o o  w 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 8 U
w23 wlwmmwwm——— Carbon Tetrachleoride 6 U
108-05-4~—m—m——— Vinyl Acetate 12 U
TE=27 =g e Bromodichleromethane 6 U
TG BT w5 o o amm a 1,2~bichloropropane 6 4]
1006101 «Swwmuam cis~1,3-Dichloropropene 8 U
79-0]l=fmmmmm———— Trichlorocethene & g
124-48=1-==—mmw—- Dibromochloromethane & u
TG ommom omm m m 1,1,2-Trichloroethane & U
71-43«2=—w==waw-Benzene & U
10061-02~-6--~-=--=Trans-1,3-Dichlorocpropene 6 %
110-75=8========2~Chlorocethylvinylether 12 5]
T B2 5o 2 o o e om Bromofornm 12 U
108=10=]l~===mww-i~-Methyl-2-Pentanone 1% U
591=~78~6~~mmmw=ww2wHaxanone 19 8]
127 =18=4 == Tetrachloroethene 6 U
T34 =S immas 1,1,2,2~Tetrachloroethane ; 12 U
10888~ Toluene 6 u
108-90=T==—w—a== Chlorobenzene 6 U
100=41l=gd=vrm———— Ethylbenzene 6 U
100-42~5wmmmmmm— Styrene 8 u
1330~20-T7 = mmm—— Total Xylenes 6 4]
T4~88wd—mmmm Iodomethane 12 u
107 =02 B o v e Acrolein 11i¢ U
FORM I VCA 1/87 Rev.
-y gy

2r883 g1 SAMFPLE DATR SUMMARY



107 -02 =B mm = Acroclein 1ic U
10713 lrmon Acrylonitrile 180 81
THm GG e o oo Trichleoroflucromethane & U
10705 wmmewoneamo ~3~Chleropropene 6 U
TEm L o Lot e 1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-trifiuo 6 u
154 =5RwSmmmm—————- 1,1,1-Trichloro-2,2,2-trifluo & 144
T4 G5 3 e em o v e Dibromemethane 12 4]
4170~30~3~=mm—=—= Crotonaldehyde g U
106=893~4wwmm=~==l 2-Dibromoethane . & U
B30 2 0 e s o e v e 1,1,1,2~Tetrachlorcethane 5 U
764=71=-0-=~mwmmw=cis=-1,4=-Dichloro-2-butene 6 u
96-18md—mm——— -==1,2,3~Trichloropropane 19 U
764=7L=0mmmmm——— trans-1,4=-Dichlore-2-butens 6 (U
Ghm 2= B —————— 1,2-Dibromo~3~chloropropane 6 U
GE=1B=gmmm Ethylmethacrylate 12 U
FORM I VOA 1/87 Rev.

I.)
[ {
3 28

27893 81 SAMRLE DATA SUMMARY
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EFA SAMPLE NO.

SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET

Lab Name: LCMPUCHEM RTP

Contract: 500077

Lab Code: COMPU

Matrix: (soil/water) SQIL

Sample wt/vol: -0.0 {g/mL}

Level: (low/med) LCW

% Meoisture: not dec. ___ 20 dec,

Extraction: {SepF/Cont/Sonc)

GPC Cleanup: (Y/N} N pH:
CAS NO. COMPGOUND

Case No.: 27892

H
§
| ONS-24
E

SAS No.: SDG No.: 02
Lab Sample ID: 582484
Lab File ID: GHO824545°1 5
Date Received: 10/08/53
Date Extracted: 10/32/93
Date Analyzed: 11/04/83

bilution Factor: 1.00

CONCENTRATION UNITS:
(ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/XG

62-75-9====--—==N-Nitrosodimethylamine

110~86=1====----Pyridine
97-63~2—~~~~-——=Ethyl methacrylate
123-63-7————= ~~~Paraldehyde

109-06=B=====ww-2-Picoline

10595-95-§~~~===Nitrosomethylethylamine

66=27=3m—=——= -—w=Mathyl methanesuifonate
108-95~2~=—~ww===Phenol
55=18~5=m=—==w-weN~Nitrosodiethylamine
B2 w5 Qo mmmn e -=-=-=Ethyl methanesulfonate
62-53-3-=—=- -===Aniline

TE=QlewT wwmmem=w=Bantachloroethane

11l~44~4~wwm—wwwnig{2~Chlioroethyl} Ether
9557 wgmmmmme—==2~Chlorophenol

541=73~1==m==www] 3=Dichlorcbenzene
100~44=7=m-mw—==Benzyl Chloride
106=46=7=====w~e] 4«Dichlorcobenzene

100-51=8~====—~~Benzyl Alcohol

G5uB=]mmwmwwww=]l 2-Dichlorobenzene
99=fE==mmmm—mw=]l J-Dinitrobenzene

56+57 =Smmmmmm—==4=-Nitroquinoline l-oxide
465~73~fmmm=——r=Tzodrin

95=48~7 wmm=mm———2-Methylphenol

52=85=7 mmwmmw===Fanphur

108-60-1-~--—--=bis(2-Chloroclsopropyl) Ether

108-39-4——=——===3-Methylphenol

106=44~5mmww————4-Methylphenol

930-55-2--———~~~N-Nitrosopyrrolidine
§9=89=2=mm=a=m=—=N=Nitrosomorpholine

9B~BE—2 = Acetophenone

621-64—T=momom== N-Nitroso-Di-n-Propylamine
636=21 =S o~-Toluidine hydrochloride

67 =T2=] == Hexachloroethane

9B =S8 = mmmm e Nitrobenzene

820
690
31
4590
1500
680
880
160
750
750
700
1000
740
730
640
720
650
690
740
700
6000
1200
810
2500
810
1600
1600
660
940
820
760
2500
750
850

U

caa

aacadaaoaacaqaagagagcoaqadaaaaadaaaayacdaag

FORM I SV-1

27893 @2 SAMPLE DATAR SUMMARY

1/87 Rev.
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100=78=4=mmm— N-Nitrosopiperidine 920 U f
78~89=]—mmmm e Isophorone 850 |y ‘
BB =T B =B e 2-Nitrophenocl 780 u
105=67=G=mmmwmmum 2,4~Dimethylphencl 760 U
108=7 0w cm =i 1,3,8~Trichlorobenzene 760 u
R R A Benzal Chlcride 660 U
685=B5~0=mwmmwmmw=wBornzolc Acid 2400 U
1118wl =m—————— bis(2~Chlorcethoxy}Methanaﬂ_ﬁ 8490 3]
120=83=2=mwmmm—w 2,4=Dichlorophenol 8§30 U
120=82~]1wws—====1,2,4~Trichlorobenzene 6§90 U
91=-20=3wwwwa-~wwNaphthalens 57 J
106m4 7 mBmmwm———— 4=-Chlorocaniline 860 U
87~65~mwmmemuwww g-Dichlorcophencl 1500 U
1888=7 =7 w=m====~Hexachloropropene 710 U
B7“BBw wm Hexachlorobutadiene 700 6]
BT =G lemGmmmrmmm——— 1,2,2-Trichlorocbenzene 780 LU
o el e Benzotrichloride 780 U
924=16-3cmmvom—m N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine 1800 U
59=50=T = -4-Chloro-3-Hethylphenol 940 U
G4 =537 mmmmanm e -Safrole 720 u
126~68=1-~=-=~===Triethylphosphorothiocate 6600 U
91-57=6mwmmm ~==2~Methylnaphthalene 1000 U
90~12~0====m~w~=] -Methylnaphthalene 1400 U
95-94~3====wm=—=1,2,4,5-Tetrachlorobenzene 1600 u
634-90=2ww==m~-w=l, 2,3,5-Tetrachlorobenzene___ 1600 U
77-47-4==~==s—we=-—-=Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 820 U
B88=06=2mmmun ~-—-=2,4,6~Trichlorcphencl 1600 U
GE=«Gfmfmm——— wasnwd 4,5=-Trichlorophencl : 1600 U
120-58~1~mwmw-===Isposafrole 1600 u
91=58wTuwnnawm—rwgwlhloronaphthalene 1200 U
90-13=]===m=—=w==3~Chloronaphthalene 1500 U
634=-66~2m=mw~===1,2,3,4~-Tetrachlorcbenzene 800 U
8874 =fuww—memww=Nitroaniline 1400 U
130-15-4========1,4~Naphthoquinone 2000 U
131-11=3www=w—-—-Dimethyl Phthalate 1200 U
208~96«8~~——==—==2cegnaphthylene 140 J
606=20=2~=======2,6=Dinitrotoluene 940 U
FORM I SV-1 1/87 Rev.

el
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EPA SAMPLE NO.

SEMIVOLATILE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET

|
| NS=-24
Lab Name: COMPUCHIM . RTD Contract: 5£0077 |
Lalh Code: COMPU Case No.: 27893 SAS No.: SRG No.: 02
Matrix: (soil/water) SOILL Lab Sample ID: 5824%4
Sample wt/vel: 30.0  {(g/=L) & Lab File ID: GHCB2484B15
Level: {low/med) LCW Date Received: 10/08/31
% Moilsture: not dec. 20 dec. Date Extracted: 10/12/93
Extraction: {SepF/Cont/Sonc) SCNC Date Analyzed: 11/04/93
GPC Cleanup: (Y/N) N__ pH: Dilution Factor: 1.00
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CAS NO. COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg) UG/KG Q
99 ()Gm = 3-Nitroaniline 860 U
83-32=9wwwuww———=Aconaphthene 820 U
51-28-5~====mmr~~2 4-Dinitrophencl 2100 |84
100=02~7wmwww===g-Nitrophenol 5600 U
132-64-9=====—=-Dibenzofuran 860 4]
121-14=2wwwew——=? 4-Dinitrotoluene 820 U
608-93~5~~~~--=-Pantachlorobenzene 820 U
91-59=8wwwww———=2«Naphthylanine 1100 U
134-32~7=======~l~=-Naphthylamine 1800 U
BB wG Q=2 s e 2,3,4,6=Tetrachlorophenol 18¢0 u
B4=E6=2mmmmmm Diethylphthalate 00 (U
29737 =2=======~Zinophos 840 U
7005=T72m3mwmm———— 4~Chlorophenyl-phenylether 750 u
B86=73«T mmm————— Fluocrene 62 g
100=0l=bm—momm— 4=Nitroaniline 1400 U
2R T B 5-Nitro~o~toluidine 1200 1§
122«66=Tmwmm—wn -w],2-Diphenylhydrazine 860 U
534~52-1========4,6-Dinitro-2~Methylphenol 2200 U
86«30 ~fmmmmwwww-N-Nitrosodiphenylanine (1)__ 1800 U
122~39=4¥mmmew-Diphenylamine 1800 (U
5354 —mmmmm——— 1,3,5~Trinitrobenzene 1100 ¥)
62=g gl s e e Phenacetin 760 U
101 =553 mmmm i 4-Bromophenyl-phenylether 340 U
2303=16«4~rm—mmm— Diallate 820 3]
60=5l~fmmmm————=Dinethoate 820 U
118-74m]lwwwwe -~-=-Hexachlorobenzene 960 4
92-§7~1l=====--—-4-Aminobiphenyl 510 U
2395058 =8mmmm—— Pronamide 810 g
87 =86=5m—rmrwmm Pentachlorophenol 1800 U
8268 =fmmm—————— Pentachloronitrobenzene 800 6]
85=0l~8~—mm—mm— Phenanthrene 650 J
120-12=T7=——=—m—— Anthracene 33 J
84=T4=-2=mmmmm Di-n-Butylphthalate 97 J
91 =80=5=m—mmm——— Methapyrilene 1600 U
(1) - Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine
FORM I SV-2 1/87 Rev,.
27R9T @82 SAMPLE DRTAR Slimmary 399



e

B50=18=0mmemnm Cyclophosphanmide 790 U
206~44~Cmmmmmmrmm Fluoranthene 750 J
92-B7 =S =m Benzidine 2000 |84
129~00~0m==w====Pyrene 890 J
140-87-B~mmmmwn Aramite 820 U
BO=llmTmmemmnn p-Dimethylamincazoktenzene ' 8B40 U
510=18m6mm=wem=w=Chlorobenzilate 8390 U
119937 mmmm——— 3,3'~Dimethylbenzidine 120¢ 81
BE5~68 w7 wmm s m Butylbenzylphthalate 850 U
53«86=3rmmmmm——— 2=-Acetylamincfluorene 890 U
101-14~dm==mmwewMathylene-bis{2~-Chlorocaniline 560 U
R s e e C Tt 3,3'=-Dichlorobenzidine 670 7
106=5l=gmmmm———— 3,3'~PDimethoxybenzidine 1200 U
DE=Sowwmm—————— BenzZo{a)Anthracene 520 J
218~01l=Fum—mm——— Chrysens 610 J
117 =817 mwm e om e bis(2«Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 940 18]
117«84=0wwwm==m==Di-n=-0ctyl Phthalate 6006 U
205-99=2mmmm—m———— Benzo(b) Fluoranthene 910 JX
57+97~fmmmmmm—wn 7,12=-Dimethylbenzanthracene 516 U
207+08«9mwww——==Benzo (k) Fluoranthene 910 JX
50=32=8mmm e Benzo(a)Pyrene 500 J
56«49~5~=>~~=--~=3~Methylchloranthrene 760 U
224~42«Qw=~w~w=-Dibenzo{a,i)acridine 510 U
183-39«5~=~~~—=-Indeno(l1l,2,3~cd) Pyrene 200 J
53 =703 e --Dibenz(a,h)Anthracene 540 u
191-24-2-~m=wm——— Benzo{g,h, i)Perylene 120 J

(1) -« Cannot be separated from Diphenylamine

S

FORM I S§V-2 1/87 Rev,

4
1-0

]

M
~J
0
l_n
2
)

2 SAMFPLE DATA SUMMARY



S

i SAMPLE NO.
CRGANOCHLCRINE PESTICIDRES AND PCEs ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
i
_ 1 NS~24
Lab Meme:COMPUCHEX RTP Contract: |
Lab Code: COMPU  Case MNo.: 27893 SAS No.: SDG No.: 3102E
Matrix: (soil/water)SOIL Lab Sample ID: 382458
Sample wt/vol: 20.40(g/ml)G Lab File ID:
% Moisture: 20 decanted: (Y/N)H Date Received: 10,/08/93
Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONG Date Extracted:10/13/93
‘Concentrated Extract Volume: 20000(ul) Date Analyzed: 10/14/93
- Injection Volume: 3.0(ul; Dilution Factor: 1
E"G}?C Cleanup: (¥/N)}N pH: Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N} N
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CAS NO. COMPQUND (ug/L or ug/Kg)UG/K 0
l | ! l
i 58-89-9--vmwuun gamma~BHC (Lindane) { 1.240 g
| 76-44-Bewemommne Heptachlor | 1.21U
I 309-00-2-—-vmeu- Aldrin 1 1.210 ;
[ 953~98-8owwcmmunn Endosulfan I | 1.314 !
b 0571w Dieldrin | i.910 |
| 33213-65-8~~-=~~ Endosulfan II | 4.31U !
| 50-28-3-c-mcmman 4,4’ -DDT | 4.31U |
| 72-43-5--wwmm—eu Methoxychlor | 4.311 |
] 319-84-6--—-mw-- alpha~BHC ! 1.21U0 |
| 319~85-T7-c—em—am beta-BHC ! 1.21U !
] 319-86-8~-——~=m—= delta~BHC | 1.2|U !
| 1024-57-3cwmmmun Heptachlor epoxide | 1.2{0 !
| 72-55-9cmmwn— 4,4'-DDE ] 4.314 |
I 72-20-8-mcumem—m Endrin | 3.1|U |
| 72-54-8emceaee—- 4,4'-DDD | 4.310 1
| 7421-93-4---mmun Endrin aldehyde [ 1.214 |
| 1031-07-8~~---—~ Endosulfan sulfate 1 2.51U I
i 11096-82-5--w-—- Aroclox-1260 ] 30001P
| 12674-11-2wwwuun Aroclor-1016 | 251y !
| 11104-28-2-~~~~~ Aroclor-1221 ! 251U {
] 11141-16-5--=~—- Aroclor-1232 ! 2510 |
| 53469-21-9-—-u-- Aroclor-1242 | 251U !
| 12672-29-6-—e—mm Aroclor-1248 ! 2514 {
| 11097-69-1--~w—-- Aroclor-1254 | 251U |
| 8001-35-2w—ucmux Toxaphene | 251U i
] 57-74-9-— Chlordane {Technical) i 4.91U |
! | |

FORM I 80BO



"

FORM I 8140

il SAMPLE NC.
JRGANOPHOS HCRUS PESTICIDES ANALYSIS DATA SHEERT
| NS-24
Lab Name:COMPUCHEM RTP Contract:
Tab Code: CQMPU  Case No.: 27893 SAS No.: ' SDG No.: 24]1CP
Matrix: {soil/water)S0IL Lab Sample ID: 582482
Sample wt/vol: 30.80(g/miyG Lab File ID:
3 Moisture: 20 decanted: {Y/NIN Date Received: 10/08/93
Extraction: (SepF/Cont/Sonc) SONC Date Extracted:10/13/93
Concentrated Extract Volume: 10600(ulL) Date Analyzed: 10/15/93
Injection Volume: 3.0 (ul) Ditution Factor: 1
| GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)N pH: Sulfur Cleanup: {(Y¥/N) N
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CAS NO. COMPQUND (ug/L or ug/Kg)UG/XG 0
I 3 I }
| 298-02-2--wcmwun Phorate ! 4.21U {
| 3689~-24-85--cm-—-— Sulfotepp ] 4.21|U |
P 298-04-4-w-mvwm Disulfoton ! 4.214 ;
] B0=51-Dwmemmnm Dimethoate | 4.21U ]
| 298-00-0-r—wcmmx Methyl Parathion ! 4.21UY ;
| 56-38-2-wc-mmemm Parathion ! 4.21U i
I 52-85-T——wrmme~ Famphur { 4.211 ]
| ! ! 3



Pkt

1o SAMPLE NO
HERBICIDE ORGANICS ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
;
! N5-24
Lab Name:LQHPUCHEM RTD Cantract:
Lab Code: (QOMPU Case No.: 27853 ZAS No S0G No i8%H
¥atrix: (scil/water)SOIL Lab Semple ID: 582486 250
Sample wt/vol: 50.30(g/mliG Lab File ID:
- % Mcisture: 20 decanted: (Y/NIN Gate Received: 10./08/92
-Extractiocn: (SepF/Cont/Scnc) SEPF Date Extracted:1(/13/93
' Concentrated Extract Volume: 5000(ul) Date Analyzed: 10/28/33
| Injection Volume: 1.0(ul) Dilution Factor: §
GPC Cleanup: (Y/N)N PH: Sulfur Cleanup: (Y/N) N
CONCENTRATION UNITS:
CAS NO COMPOUND (ug/L or ug/Kg)UG/KG Q
| i I l
T T 1 R — 2,4-D | 620U i
| §3-72-l-wmcmmene 2,4,5-T?7 (Silvex) l 1601 i
| 93-76~5wmmemeamn 2,4,5-T § 16018 |
[ é i %

FORM I HERB



i
H

T

"PCDD/PCDF SUM

SAMPLE: NS-24
PROJECT ID: 93-29

MARY REPORT

[SPECIFIC ANALYTES CONC [(PPB} DL (PPE) BLANK {PPB) Dafinitions:
2,37,8-TCOD ND 0,11 ND CONC - The goncentration, given in
12,27 8FeC00 ND 0.2 ND parts per billien (ppb) or parts
12,34, 7.8-HxCDG NG 0.22 NG per trilfon {(pet),
1.2,38 7. 8-HxC0 ND 018 N
4.2.3.7.8.3.aC0D ND 0,27 N DL - ‘The detection imit, given in
1.2.3,487 8-HpCDD ND 0.33 ND parts per biliion (ppb), pans
CCoR ND 0.43 ND per trilion (ppt}, or in

nanagrams (ng).

2.3.7,8-TCDF ND 0,088 ND
1,2.3,7,.8-PeCDF ND 0.15 ND BLANK - The concentration of the
2.3,4,7,8-F=C0DF ND 3.18 ND miethod blank.
1,2.3,4,7 8-HxCLF ND 0.18 ND
1.2,3.8,7,8-HxCDF ND 0.14 ND ND - (Non-Detect) The
2,3,4,87 8-HxCDF ND 0.26 ND cenceniration of the analyte
1,2.3.7.8,8-MxCOF ND 034 ND is less than the detection
1,2,3,4.6,7.8-HpCDF ND 0.27 ND fimit.
1,2,3.4,7,8,8-HpCOF ND 0.29 ND
OCDF ND 0.54 ND

TOTAL ANALYTES CONC (PFR) DL {(PPB)
TOTAL TCDD ND 0.11
TOTAL PeCDD ND 0.20
TOTAL HxCDRD NG 0.32
TOTAL HpCLD ND 0.33
TOTAL TCDF ND 0.10
TOTAL PeCOF ND 0.16
TOTAL HxCDF ND 0.34
TOTAL HpCDF ND 08.28

TOTAL DIOXINS/FURANS: ND

TOTAL 2,3,7,8-TCDD TCXICITY (1989 ITEF) EQUIVALENTS: ND

For information, please reference the following when contacting our Technical Services Department:

IRVANGUESIVABS?

12823 Park One Drive + Sugar Land, Texas 77478
" Phone: (713} 240-5340 « EAX: (T13) £40-5341

TLH Project: P012644
TLH Batch: B0OO0563S
TLH File; MAOGEE67

01:33 PM

Page 4

1072793




U.8. EPA - 3W~B45

1 CLIENT SAMPLE NO.
INORGANIC ANALYSIS DATA SHEZT

| Ns-24
Lab Name: COMPUCHEM My, CCEP, Centract: 5W-345 '
Lab Code: COMPU Case No.: 320007 SA8 No.
Matrix (soil/water): SOIL Lab Sample ID: 382470
Level (low/med): LOW Date Recelved: 10/08/82
% Solids: 75,8
Concentration Units (ug/L or mg/kg dry weight): MG/XG
CAS No. Analyte Concentration|C M
7429-90-5 |3Aluminum 12129 E P
7440-36~0 ' Antimony 2.7 U P
7440=-38-2 iArsenic 14.2 F
7440-39=3 |Barium 118 P
7440-41-7 |Beryilium 1.1 10 P
7440~43-9 |Cadmium 1.2 10 P
7440-70-2 [Calcium 12500 E P
% 7440-47~3 |Chromium 17.0 P
4 7440-48-4 1Cobalt 7.8 1B 2
7440-30-8 |Copper 75.8 P
7438=-80=8 | ITron 24900Q P
7439-~-92~1 ilead 200 F
7439854 {Magnesium 6250 B P
7439-96-5 iMandganese 354 ) P
7439~97=8 Mercury .58 cy
7440-02-0 (Nickel 25.9 D
7440-09~7 |Potassium 583 |B P
7782«49-2 !Selenium 4.7 A F
_ 7440-22-4 [Silver 1.3 14 p
] 7440~23-5 Sodium 105_|B D
H 7440-28=0 Thallium 1.2 1UIW r
7440-62-2 |Vanadium 31.0 E
7440~66-6 1Zinc 239 P
- Cyanide NR
Tin 32.3 P
Color Before: &LAQK____ J.iélarity Before: Texture: MEDIUM
Color After: XYELICOW Clarity After: Artifacts:
Comments:
FORM 1.05 ~ PAGE 1
FORM I -~ IN
INORGANIC SDG 937341 A



i CLIENT SAMPLE NO
INORGANIC ANALYSIS DATA SHEET
g

: ; NS=-24
‘Lakb Nape: COMPUCHTM ENV., CORP. Contract: 3/990 !
Lab Code: CCOMPU Case No.: 30027 SAS No.: SDG No.: 27835237
Matrix (soil/water): SOIL Lab Sample ID: 582476
Level [low/med): LoW Date Received: 10/08/92
% Sollds: 79.8

Concentration Units (ug/L or nmg/kg dry welght}: MG/KG

CAS No. Analyte Concentration|C Q M
7429-90-5 Alyminum NR
7440~36-0 Antimony NR
7440=38-2 Arsenic NR
7440-~39-3 Barium NR
7440-41-7 Berviiium NR
y 7440-43~-9 iCadmiun NR
- 7440-70~2 | Calcium NR
1 7440~47-3 [ Chromium NR
FT440~48~d4 Cobalt NR
7440-50~8  Coprer NR
7439-89-6 iIron NR
7439=92=1 [Tead NR
7439~95-4 Magnesium NR
7438-S6~-5 I Manganese NE
7438-97-6 |Mercury NR
T7440-02-0 INickel NR
7440-09~7 ! Potassium NR
7782~-49~2 Seleniun NR
7440=-22-4 Silver NR
744023 -5 Sodium NR
7440~28-~0 |Thallium NR
7440=-62-2 1Vanadium NE
7440-66-6_ | Zinc NRE
Cvanide .63 iy AS
Colcor Before: BROWN Clarity Before: Texture: MEDIUM
Zolor After: COLORLESS Clarity After: Artifacts:

bomments:
FORM 1.05 ~ DPAGE 1

FORM I - IN 3/90



i

1. PHENOLS, TOTAL

5
.
:

s
|

COMPOUND LIST

CLIENT SAMPLE ID: NS-24
LAB SAMPLE ID: 582480

CONCENTRATION DETECTION LIMIT
(mg/Xg) (mg/Xg)

0.38 0.10



age 2
eceived: 11/17/93

o

Hebb Technical REPORT
Results by Sample

Hoxrk Order § 93-11-752

SAMPLE 1D 587669

SAMPLE # 01 FRACTIONS: A

SFID §____ 2.71*
MG/KG DRY SOLID

Date & Time Collected not specified

Category

2g 03d

2 &5,

L OZEIM WGST:

o~ -
-

INHDE

4™y
o et

N0

u

sy’



CHAIN-OF-CUSTODY FORMS




S

BLASLANO & BOUCK

PO, P C.
T LT0b Cuvrw = 2 T Corp CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD
PROL NGO, [PROJECT NAME 4 /
10196 03 VG £ - P Hrlictd - N e 5T no.
SAMPLERS: (5. pnatare)
oF
Vg fR2liren con. . REMARKS
74 - TAINERS o/
ST NO. | DATE | Time g : STATION LOCATION Y & .
y § sa_ BLR SS5193,
-
{2/ %/{1 9o X1 AXS- 27 e -g U o Kl Torn gesved A ivie o1 acc
~ e g y 4
o s Yy |2s YAl 22 o'¢ ‘ o Bl Agur LeWer ro K L2 Fiocg
L - '
>N s 2o V4 [aeas Y los-2y  o-é ) ol B o Tl
blws ey Vlhs |aas| Jx|ws- 2y ora” T S el it colclia
Ratinquuhad by (Spoaivn) Date 1 Tame Rebinquithed by : [Swmeivrel Date / Time Recsived by (Srgnanve)
10
(4 loe
—7 LRt ol 7 :
Rs ithed by [$prarvre} Dote I Time | Reénivad by: (Supnsivrel Relinquushad by: (Sipnenvel Dste 7/ Time | Racrived by Spencrel
Rebinquished by [Spnarurel Date / Tume  [Racesved for Laboratory by: Dats /Tums Remarky fed & A BN d
15egnoturel
Prcegrzedy/

Osiviniton Ocipnel Ascomasnim Bnipmant; Copy 10 Conrdinntor Fiotd Fios

GO00000




B 7o' /o Tonrak ~-Cwokfnﬁw Chem

BLASLAND & BOUCK ENGINEERS, P.C.
6723 Tow Path Road, Box 66, Syracuse, New York 13214

R

PLEASE SEND LAB REPORY TO:

BRUCE EULIAN

BLASLAND 8 BOUCK ENGINEERS

C/0 GE POWER TRANGFORMER DEPT.
MAILCODE D-32

100 WOODLAWN AVE,

PITTSFIELD, MA 01201

o e, RECEWVED IN
CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD QQQD COND\T\ON
PROXCT NO PROKCT MAME o™
. e
o]
/27 96 03 16 & /z’/ﬁz 7‘/:;3/ - A/gu/e// 37, 35
SAMPLE TYPE 2z
Ay WS;S:";&'\” DATE | e | cour. | Gras o REMARKS
Semph TP Fody | e | e
v o
AL - ZR /’73 730 * I/ 2 jOM/A?/&'J o Ao Qﬂu,!'u 2ed
for /‘9,1:/»0 caddXx L& faagacs: adi
5 &31’56;«, Im/ljl' é"“i’ v.(/fﬂll
454/ Z‘C/}/AKQQJA/M/'V f/!rw/c?’/)tr‘ -
458/ ' 1"2 'Q,',.D/?tn}l//}ur/f"m Pots,
‘lw"' An«x’/r{e_ Lepain v Lracams
‘}(d/"" ok wliaeer .ﬁ}mac,‘/:c Loease
‘q'ql/“ i“"‘/ /211‘&{‘1('
""M — Do AT /‘?"7“/:./?? Fer
N toi il Pegilar 70c !
460/ Cortag? v Jand Cc;;”,’u’ al f’gnnrf
o abn f{'&m/ml‘m Lo
Add tianel T lecotal e
SAUPLED BY. {SICNATURE) DATE/TE  |RECEIED BY: (SICHATURE) REUNOUISHED BY: (SIGNATURE) DATE/MME  |RECOVED BY: (SICHATURE)
I :
p / /g,(wm /%3 J:30
nmou%y{n BY. (SICNATURE) DATL/TME  JRICEIVED BY: (SIGHATURE) RELINOUISHED BY: (SIGNATURE) . DATE/TWiE  [RECEIVED BY: (SICHATURL)
o Y
X §) /
./%y,,? S ernAin 93 A )yl ; o7k Vs oo
RLUAQHSHED BY: [SICHATURE) DATC/TW4E  |RECIVED FOR LABORATORY BY: (SIGHATURE) DATE REMAAKS
ale FEL Syl < ,
AT Sﬁxmﬁm 1)9]a3 ﬁ:gso' E D763 5553

3O




s v,

P — prasessmpmony sy

NG (027924
%% Q%M(H

[ABORA fs CHAIN-OF-CUSTODY RECORD

. , "
PROJECT NAME: (\/)Mw( (b e # GC/MS GC INORGANICS OTHFB SAMPLING INFO REMARKS
PROJECT NUMBER: (R3- CgLé? ” ~ 5 :
SAMPLERS (SIGNATUR&) o £ ﬁﬂ N
2 O QA )
. o < oo © R ©
9 @
271893 zigllslel 211g] [RIE] | |ol® alsl |4 g
OO O OO0 wl'o wiO [0 =1 R ‘a TIME
ojo 2|22 |Slola| 02| |22 322l W x| DATE | TIM
slglalalalslelsl2F]e 15518825 181515112 I «l
PRINTED NAME dggPPE%wmnggﬁoégkkg‘éé’\\ﬁ < O :
yd ) i~ = a ja [\ f] /J /
CLIENT ID (9 CHARACTERS) v O | Wl No | 12
1121314151 6171819
NS |- |l | L LS| He48]
SN
% / ‘i{) Date/Time |ne| INQUISHED BY: Date/Time | RELINQUISHED BY: Date/Time SHIPPING INFORMATION
5 124410 10 g Number of Shipping Containers-
COMP ANY/Q}AX{E{NMQMCP L 4 A SOMPANY NAME: COMPANY NAME: Method of Shipment
1 ze p 3 £y
REC }& ;}MZM » “a'e:/;"‘!:; RECEIVED BY: Date/Time | RECEIVED BY: Date/ Time
VA YOS
COMPANY NAME s s~ |COMPANY NAME: COMPANY NAME:
. f’/ffxm/«f Lf{/ﬂ f}f //(*:Wlan CEYS
RELINQUISHED BY Date/Time e iNQUISHED BY: Date/Time |RELINQUISHED BY: Gate/ e | Special Handling Requirements
COMPANY HiALAE COMPAMY HAME COPAPANY MAME




o B COMPUCHIM
[ABORATORIES

P

oy,

— P

CHAIN-OF-CUSTODY RECORD

N2 023414

t
'
{
w H 1 (
LA)E%B .
PROJECT NAME: [ oY\ |H]  GC/MS GC INORGANICS OTHER SAMPUNG INFO REMARKS (
- = 3
PROJECT NUMBER: “9398! S 0
SAMPLERS (SIGNATURE) |8 o ? :
o=y m = '
37893 §OQ<8 ololal %8 0 1 ~ g :
- 5 ) EIS 101> v e f o0 10 [ =] Q 9 SSTO— SU— y
- sle (&> |18]8]8] 18] |2|2|8 Eg,@;‘t 5¢ | DATE | TIME g
w&l})—J—Ju'&d;gﬂ.EusmEuoij:on @ t
ONNOOOSOQ'—_,MQ)Q»_JwOOoa,S b
PRINTED NAME dwml—kgwwmmoxgzoqgr—kggng % ] X
Zz QlE :
_ CLIENT 1D (9 CHARACTERS) " " V] -1 1L CB ) [9%
tl2)3|a|s|e6|l7]B]9 | ; - ‘
{
NS~ 1a]4 1 X 5| HBT Ll o
(s CoN C ¢ [
B ) . y po_ 2
S
e o
| | Y
‘ Mo v
mif;xu()ms OaterTime |qe) INQUISHED BY: Date/Time | RELINGUISHED BY: Date/Time SHIPPING ;&FORMAUON

TOMPANY A’

HIEVET

COMPANY NAME:

COMPANY NAME:

Number of Shipping Containers-

HEGEVED BY: ' ‘ .
Lo et V) S 2
TCOMPANY NAME:

REUNQUISHED BY:

COMPANY makag:

1
Date/Tide

a-17-93

RECEIVED BY:

COMPANY NAME:
1

Date/sYime

RECEIVED BY:

COMPANY NAME:

ated Time

7
RELINOUISHED BY:

COMPANY NAME:

Date/Time

Data/Time

Method of Shipment

HEUINQUISHEOD BY:

COMPANY NAME:

Date! Time

Special Handling Requirements




APPENDIX H

SUPPLEMENTAL SURFICIAL SOIL SAMPLING - 153 NEWELL STREET

2/25/34
894927F



February 4, 1994

Ms. J. Lyn Cutler

Section Chief, Special Projects
Department of Environmental Protection
436 Dwight Street

Springfieid, MA 01103

Re: GE Newell Street, Area I1
Imminent Hazard Evaluation; Results of Sampling, 153 Newell Street
1-1057 Pittsfield

Dear Ms. Cutler:

In accordance with your letter of December 15, 1993, I am attaching a figure which presents the
results of the surficial soil sampling conducted at 153 Newell Street on January 4, 1994. Four
surficial soil samples were collected at this property, screened with a photoionization detector
(PID), and submitted for laboratory analysis for PCBs and total organic carbon (TOC). These
activities were conducted in accordance with the DEP-approved Sampling and Analysis Plan.
The attached figure presents a soil description, the PID readings, and the PCB and TOC
analytical results for the four samples. The laboratory analvtical data sheets are aiso enclosed.

As shown on the attached figure, the PCB concentrations detected in these samples ranged from
4.0 to 5.3 total PCBs. These PCB concentrations are all below DEP's surficial soil guideline
level of 10 ppm for Short-Term Measure evaluation in high-use residential areas (which, as you
know, GE does not accept and believes is overly conservative).

Please call me if you have any questions.

Yours truly,

o - /f; Ut //\: Fm
G. Grant Bowman
Manager, Environmental Engineering

Attachment: Figure |
*Enclosure



ce *Mr. And Mrs. A Alello, 1533 Newell Street
*R. Bell. DEP
*] R. Bieke, Shea & Gardner
*L. Bolduc, Piutsfield Commussioner of Public Health
*R.F. Desgroseilliers, GE
*E. Ebert, ChemRisk
*R K. Goldman, Blasland & Bouck
*S.F. Joyce, DEP Commussioner’s Office
*A. Kurpaska, DEP
*B. Olson, EPA Region |
Mayor Edward Reilly, City of Pittsfield
*A.J Thomas, Jr., GE
A. Weinberg, DEP
*ECL IP(IV)(A)1
*S P. Winslow

T,
P

]



GENERAL ELECTIIC COMPANY
PHTSTILD. MASSACHUSETTS

PRI REWELL SEREET

BURFICIAL BOR. BAMPLING RESULTS
o POB CONGENTRANON (DICY WI ~PPM)
L5 t one R a6
QUL ) MPLE Pl READING AROCLOR  AROCLOR TOTAL CONCENTRATION 500,
) D Y Ve IDENTIFICATION (Fib UNITS) 1254 1260 FOHS (BRY WE -PRU) DESCRITION
o NN A
NS--25 a1 37 16 53 1,000 GARULN AREA - [ARK
LHOWN CORRSE 500,
W SOME GRAVEL
N5 26 015 28 (83 40 14,000 GARGEN AREA - LIGHT
BROWN COMUE SORC
W SOME GRAVIL
HS- 27 a3 32 r8 48 B0 o« GHASE COVERED AREA
LT BROWN 1O BROWH
COARSE SO Wit
SOME GAWEL
NE- 28 Gl 3t i 44 430060 GHRASS COMRED AREA .
COARC BEEGWH ST WD
GOME FINE SANDE

L ki Qe NOTES:
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ANALYTICAL DATA SHEETS AND CHAIN-OF-CUSTODY FORMS
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[i] INTZRNATIONAL ANALYTICAL
CORPORATION SERVICES

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS

3

Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C. January 25, 1994
Mail Code D-32

100 Woodlawn Avenue

Pittsfield, MA 01201

Attn: Bruce Eulian

Job Number: BLB 55768 P.O. Number: 101.96.03

This is the Certificate of Analysis for the following samples:

Client Project ID: Newell St. Sampling
Date Received by Lab: 01/05/94

Number of Samples: Four (4)

Sample Type: Soil

I. Introduction
On 01/05/94 four (4) soil samples arrived at the TTAS-Knoxville, Tennessee, laboratory from Blasland &

Bouck Engineers, Syracuse, New York, in support of the General Electric, Newell St. project. The list of
analytical tests performed, as well as date of receipt and analysis, can be found in the attached report.

II. Analvtical Results/Methodology

L a

i
ident

alytical results for this report are presented by analytical test. Each set of data will include sample

n
fication information and the analytical results. Please note that the data are not blank corrected.

The samples were analyzed for PCBs by gas chromatography/electron capture detection (GC/ECD) based
on EPA SW-846 2nd edition method 8080.

The samples were analyzed for total organic carbon (TOC) based on EPA method 9060.

Reviewed and Approved:

&
@
4

IT Analytical Services, 5815 Middlebrook Pike, Knoxville, TN 37921 681189
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Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C. IT ANALYTICAL SERVICES
January 25, 1994 5815 MIDDLEBROOK PIKE
) KNOXVILLE TN

Client Sample ID: Newell St. Sampling Job Number: BLB 55768
L —

[I1. Qualitv Control

Routine laboratory level III QC was followed.

The samples were analyzed for PCBs on 01/06/94 using an SP2250/2401 column on a Varian 3740-6 GC.
The samples, LCS and associated method blanks were treated to remove interferences using a validated,
modified Florisil procedure and a mercury cleanup procedure. All of the samples exhibited altered patterns
of a mixture of Aroclors 1254 and 1260. No other problems were encountered.

The TOC content of the samples was determined by chemical wet oxidation followed by infrared detection
on 01/20/94 and 01/21/94. No problems were encountered. Matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate analvses
were performed using sample NS-28. All QC results were acceptable. Because of the high TOC

concentration the MS and MSD were spiked at a 1000 ppm spiking level.

[Q)



PCBs ANALYSIS 000003
¥
Laboratory Name: ITAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: ’ N/A
Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLB 55768
Client Sample ID: NS§-25 Collection Date: N/A
Lab Sample ID: AB5136 Extraction Date: 01/06/94
Sample Matrix: SOIL Analysis Date: 01/06/94
Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppm) Confirmation Date: N/A
e Aroclor
§ ; 1016, 1232 Aroclor Aroclor Total
11242 &Jor 1248 1254 1260 Aroclors
g”
0.05U 3.7 % 1.6 * 5.3
= - Sample exhibits alteration of standard Aroclor pattemn.
¥ - Sample Aroclor pattern identified and/or caleulated as Aroclor 1242,
U - Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection limit for the sample.

PEST-PCEWPCHES. FRM



PCBs ANALYSIS

000004

Laboratory Name: ITAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: N/A
' Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLB 55768
Client Sample ID: NS-26 Collection Date: N/A
Lab Sample ID: ABS137 Extraction Date: 01/06/94
Sample Matrix: SOIL Analysis Date: 01/06/94
Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppm} Confirmation Date: N/A
Aroclor
1016, 1232 Aroclor Aroclor Total
11242 &/or 1248 1254 1260 Aroclors
P
0.05U 2.8 * 1.2 * 4.0

,

et
o
¢

- Sample exhibits alteration of standard Aroclor pattern.
- Sample Aroclor pattern identified and/or calculated as Arocior 1242,
Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection limit for the sample.

PEST-PCEAPUBS. FRM



PCBs ANALYSIS 000005
Laboratory Name: [TAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: N/A
Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLB 55768
lient Sample ID: NS-27 Collection Date: N/A
Lab Sample ID: ABS5138 Extraction Date: 01/06/94
Sampie Matrix: SOIL Analysis Date: 01/06/94
Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppm) Confirmation Date: N/A
Arocdlor
1016, 1232 Aroclor Aroclor Total
$1242 &Jor 1248 1254 1260 Aroclors
0.05U 3.2 1.6 * 4.8

%

- Sample exhibits alteration of standard Aroclor pattern.
- Sample Aroclor pattern identified and/or calculated as Aroclor 1242

ol AN

U - Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection limit for the sample.

PEST-PCRPLCEBS.FEM



PCBs ANALYSIS 000006
Laboratory Name: ITAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: N/A
Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLB 55768
Client Sample ID: NS-28 Collection Date: N/A
Lab Sample ID: AB5139 Extraction Date: 01/06/94
Sample Matrix: SOIL Analysis Date: 01/06/94
Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppm) Confirmation Date: N/A
Aroclor
1016, 1232 Aroclor Aroclor Total
1242 &/or 1248 1254 1260 Aroclors
0.05 U 3.1 % 1.3 * 4.4

= - Sample exhibits alteration of standard Aroclor pattern.
¥ - Sample Aroclor pattern identified and/or calculated as Aroclor 1242,
U - Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection limit for the sample.

PEST-PCEBWCHES.FRM



PCBs ANALYSIS 0 O O O O 7
Laboratory Name: ITAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: N/A
Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLB 55768
lient Sample ID: METHOD BLANK Collection Date: N/A

Lab Sample ID: BIM2221 Extraction Date: 01/06/94
Sample Matrix: SOIL Analysis Date: 01/06/94
Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppm) Confirmation Date: N/A

e Aroclor

% ; 1016, 1232 Aroclor Aroclor Total

11242 &/or 1248 1254 1260 Aroclors

; 0.05U 0.05 U 0.05U 0.05 U

- Sample Aroclor pattern identified and/or calculated as Arcclor 1242,
U - Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection limit for the sample.

PEST-PUBWPCBS.FRM



PCBs ANALYSIS D D O 0 O 8
Laboratory Name: ITAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: N/A
Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLB 55768
Client Sampie ID: METHOD BLANK Collection Date: N/A
Lab Sample ID: BLM2232 Extraction Date: 01/06/94
Sample Matrix: SOIL Analysis Date: 01/06/94
Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppm) Confirmation Date: N/A
Aroclor
% 1016, 1232 Aroclor Aroclor Total
11242 &/or 1248 1254 1260 Aroclors
0.05U 0.05U 0.05U 0.05U

s

p—

- Sample Aroclor pattern identified and/or calculated as Aroclor 1242,
U - Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection limit for the sample.

PEST-PCBIPCBS.FRM
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MATRIX SPIKE/MATRIX SPIKE DUPLICATE ANALYSIS

000009

Laboratory Name: ITAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: N/A
Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLB 55768
lient Sampie ID: NS-28 Collection Date: N/A
Lab Sample ID: ABS139, ABS342 MS, ABS343 MSD Extraction Date: 01/06/94
Sample Matrix: SOIL Analysis Date: 01/06/94
Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppmy) Dryness Factor: N/A
Conc.
Sample Spike Conc. Conc.
Compound Result Added MS % Rec. MSD % Rec. RPD
aroclor 1242 005 U 0.25 0.23 92 0.24 86 4
U - Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection limit for the sample.

PEST-PCBWPCHES.FRM



TOTAL ORGANIC CARBON ANALYSIS

000010

Laboratory Name: ITAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: N/A

Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLB 55768
Sample Matrix: SOIL Extraction Date: N/A

Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppm) Analysis Date: 01/20/94, 01/21/94
Client Sample ID Lab Sample ID Result Qualifiers
NS§-25 AB5136 51000 +
NS-26 ABS5137 74000 +
NS§-27 AB5138 87000 +
NS-28 ABS5139 43000 +

Positive result.

Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection limit for the sampie.

PEST-PORWCBS FRM



MATRIX SPIKE/MATRIX SPIKE DUPLICATE ANALYSIS

000011

Laboratory Name: [TAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: N/A
Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLEB 55768
Client Sample ID: NS§-28 Collecton Date: N/A
Lab Sample ID: ABS5139, AB5342 MS, ABS343 MSD Extraction Date: N/A
Sample Matrix: SOIL Analysis Date: 01/21/94
Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppm) Dryness Factor: N/A
Orig. Conc.

Sample Spike Conc. % Conc. %

Compound Result Added MS Rec. MSD Rec. RPD
MS / MSD

total organic carbon 43000 33000 / 40000 74000 54.0 97000 135.3 36

PEST-PCBWUBS FRM



TOTAL ORGANIC CARBON ANALYSIS oo O OC A
Laboratory Name: ITAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: N/A
Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLB 55768
Sample Matrix: SOIL Extraction Date: N/A
Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppm) Analysis Date: 01/20/94, C1/21/94
Client Sample ID Lab Sample ID Result Qualifiers
N§-25 - AB5136 51000 +
£
% i NS§-26 ABS5137 74000 +
NS-27 ABS5138 ) g7000 +
NS-28 ABS5139 43000 +
Method Blank P5878 100 U
gg
- - Positive result,
[ - Compound was analyzed for but not detected. The number is the detection Limit for the sample.

PEST-PCBWPCEIFRM



SPIKED BLANK ANALYSIS O 0 O O 1 ;'}

Laboratory Name: ITAS-KNOXVILLE SDG Number: NA

Contract Name: NEWELL ST. SAMPLING Job Number: BLB 55768

Client Sample ID: BLANK SPIKE Collection Date: N/A

Lab Sample ID: M2233 Extraction Date: 01/06/94

Sample Matrix: SOIL Analysis Date: 01/06/94

Concentration Units: mg/kg (ppm) Dryness Factor: N/A

Conc. Conc. %

. Compound Spike Added Blank Spike Rec.
% aroclor 1242 0.20 0.15 75

= - QC limits not yet established.

PEST.-PCRWUBS FRM
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BLASLAND & BOUCK ENGINEERS, P.C.

6723 Tow Path Road, Box 66, Syracuse, New York 13214
(315} 446-9120

Sy e —

CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD

BLR 556K

PROXCT HO. PROJXCT NAME
" & )
. | | | ) g Q2 Ake
10196 O3 Newll 5T SAMPUNGIMLP) 153 NEwELL ST 5% v;’q? .
22| AES/ Fan 1§95
. SAMPLE TYPE z§ IR )
LAB 10 Custoor TAPE] pate | mue | coup. | cRas 177 58 R R /63’{ A REMARKS
. Vi, A
N5 25 Vm 136D X X ! X JZ 1O, (T _AMNALYTICAL
) Y. i X :
NG 26 LTRSS X | x ! X
NS 217 "4j9¢ )t 0o X | X LIX | X LISt ThppeaN D ¥
- ;/,{/ Do y x Al vi—

No &9 /94] 1430 P i
SAHNH){‘I:; Si(}r%ATURfi%’l: - DATE /g RECEIVED BY: (SICNATURE) REUNQUISHED BY: (SICHATURE) DATE /PME RECEIVED BY: {SICHATURE)
= ST s A Y 4. ‘ ,
ﬁ’. A 404 |1y 9 K\ﬁz@»@#‘r@) )N 595 S
Q) CYaark S
REUNQUISHED BY: (SIGHATURL) DATE/TWME  |RECEIVED BY: (SIGNATURE) RELINQUISHED BY: (SIGNATURE) DATE /TME  |RECEIVED BY: (SIGNATURE)

‘ (-

}.—.—4
REUNQUISHED BY: (SIGHATURL) DATE /TiME RECEIVED FOR LABORATORY BY: (S!GNAW&() DATE /TIME REMARKS 4
Waed (),/(/&”\/ -1y r‘?! LS| o My s
e G FeD €x ABiu At ONTEL 95026
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WELL CONSTRUCTION DETAILS
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AW GERAGHTY .

‘fcf MILLER, INC. |
£ Ground- Water Consuliants
b WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG
- (UNCONSOLIDATED)
P
,’«’:',"x-
3 .
£ e . Project Ne360Qro2 Welt __CE-3
! . Pictsfield
,ﬁ LAND SURFACE : Town/City
{ ? . County Berkshire State_ MA
i / ? ., Permit No.
/ / T——— inch diameter Land-Surtface Elevation
drifled hoie
b / < and Datum _____ fest — Surveyed
/] |/ T~ Well casing, Z: Estimated
? ? —EE%—ZT ';f,%d’amewr’ | installation Date{s) 5/5/88
; i Hollow-Stem Auger
s .2{] Backfill Driliing Method - g
? / ¥ N Grout w/3% Bentosite Drilling Contractor Soil & Material Testing
Bl
L Drilling Fiuid None
i . 6t
¥ = Development Technigue(s) and Date(s)
-] Bentonite Z slurry
4 1. R gxpeliets
- Fluid Loss During Drilling gallons
F Water Removed During Development galion:s
L Weli Screen. Static Depth to Water 11.0 feet below M.P
2 inch diameter :
BVC ‘ 10 siot Pumping Depth to Water feet below M.FP
Pumping Duration hours
i m Date
A Gravel Pack Y;eid' ‘ : 9P
Sand Pack (#2) Specific Capacity gpmift
Formation Collapse Well Purpose Monitoring Well
19.50"
19.5p- Remarks
Measuring Point is
. Top of Well Casing -
: Uniess Otherwise Noted.
*Depth Beiow Land Surface
W. Gray

Prepared by
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GERACGHTY & MILLER, INC, .

= __.‘....-9.._......
Cfx
. land surface
A ::\Lu. 3 inch diameter
| // drilled hole
< 7’h Well casing
2% inch diameter
1 V1 sch 40 pye
2%
9 # { } Backfill neat
:: {X} Grout cement
V]
2%
3 fex
{ } slurry
Bentonite (X) pgléﬁts
5 fr*
7.5 fox

El‘ Well Screen
2 inch diameter

PVC 10
Sch 40

slot

{ )} Gravel Pack
{X} Sand Pack
{ } Formation Collapse

17.5 fr¥

17.5  fc*x

Measuring Peint is Tog of
Well Casing Unless Otherwise
Noted.

* Depth Below Land Surface

WELL CONSTRUCTICON LOG

(UNCONSOLIDATED)
Project NY0360RBOZ N§-1
Town/City Pitesfield
County Berkshire - State MA
Permit No.
Land-Surface Elevation ] Surveyed
and Datum — feet Estimated
Installation Date(s) 8/30/89

Drilling Method Auger

Drilling Contractor

Soil & Material Testing

Drilling Fluid None

Development Technique(s) and Daté(s)

Fluid Loss During Drilling

gallons

Water Removed During Development

gallons

Static Depth to Water  approx. 12 feet below M.P.
Pumping Depth to Water feet below M.2,
Pumping Duration hours

Yield gpm Date

Specific Capacity gpm/ft

Well Purpose Monitoring well

Fracture Zones

Remarks

Prepared by B. Gray and V. Betro
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1@ GERAGHTY

&

V& MILLER, INC.

nvironmental Services

}_-0.69
ft

) LAND SURFACE

UM ONNNNNNNNN

SONSANNN

S SSAL

S 174
drilled hole

inch diameter

~—Waell casing,

4 _inchdiameter,
Schedule 40 PVC

{1 Backdill )
G Grout Cement/Bentonite

Bentonite I slurry
3.5 ft* X3 pellets

+. Well Screen.

L inch diameter
PYC ,  -010 slot

Measuring Point is
Top of Well Casing
Unless Otherwise Noted.

*Depth Below Land Surface

WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG

(UNCONSOLIDATED)

§S-9
Well

AY05402
Project

Town/City
Berkshire
County

Permit No.

pittgfield

MA
State

Land-Surface Elevation

983.0

and Datum fest

0 Surveyed
NGVD 1929

{ Estimated

] 10-25-91
Installation Date(s)

Hol low-Stem A
Drilling Method _o. o 3tem Auger
Drilling Contractor
Dritling Fluid

Clean Berkshires, Inc.

Development Technique(s) and Date(s)
Bladder Pump, 10-28-91

Fluid Loss During Drilling
Water Removed During 1Do?¥fiopment 220
Static Depth to Water
Pumping Depth to Water~*

gallons

gallons
feet below M.P.
feet below M.P.

Pumping Duration 0.6 hours
Yield gpm

Specific Capaci m/ft
P a Gr?u\dwater Honitoring Hetigp

’0/23;%316

Well Purpose

Remarks
Backfilled 4' with sand.

Pre;:ared by A. LaBarge
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1@ GERAGHTY

V& MILLER, INC.
s’&wiranmemal Services

—

WELL CONSTRUCTICN LOG

3 -0.35
ft

L LAND SURFACE

SN

NN

SR SNSNSANSN

"6 176
drilled hole

inch diamster

~—Waell casing,

A inch diamster,
Schedule 40 PYC

4] Backfil
.G Grout Cement/Bentonite

S ft

O slurry
& pellets

Bentonite
S SN |

5 ftr

. Well Screen.
4 inch diameter

2uC , 010 slot

Gravel Pack

) —FK ] Sand Pack
\:] Formation Collapse

20 it

20 8t

CERE Erven 7 3 20

Measuring Point is
Top of Well Casing
Unless Otherwise Noted.

*Depth Below Land Surface

(UNCONSOLIDATED)

i}
Project Avosa02 Waeli

e, PH i
Town/C:ty ttsfield
County gerkshire

Permit No.

KS-10

State ™

Land-Surface Elevation

and Datum _984.8 __ feet
NGVD 1929

5 Surveyed
T Estimated

Installation Date(s) ~'>"%!

Drilling Method
Drilling Contractor
Drilling Fluid _None

Hollow-Stem Auger

Clean Berkshires, Inc.

Development Technique(s) and Date(s)
8ladder Pump 11/20/91

Fluid Loss During Drilling gallons
Water Removed During Development _220
Static Depth to Water

Pumping Depth to Water

gallons
feet below M.P.
feet below M.P.

Pumping Duration __1 hours

Yield gpm Date
Specific Capacity gpmy/ft

Well Purpose
Grourxi-Water Monitoring Weil

Remarks
Depth to Water = 7 feet

Prepared by _A. LsBarge
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WGERAGHTY
W& MILLER, INC.

ugnvira:zmenm! Services

WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG

— ¥ ~0.43

ft

H LAND SURFACE

=12
drilled hole

AN

inch diameter

~—Weil casing,

4 inch diameter,
Schedule 40 PVC
{] Backfill

* 3
{] Grout See Remarks

BN NNNAN

2.0 fe

Bentonite T slurry
3.5 ft* & pellets

S f.tt

4 Well Screen.
4 inch diameter
—Sch, 40 eve 010 slot

/B Gravel Pack

Sand Pack
Formation Collapse

20 fe

20.0 #e

Measuring Point is
Top of Well Casing
Unless Otherwise Noted.

“Depth Below Land Surface

Pt C mr o

(UNCONSOLIDATED)

_ AY05402 NS-11
Project Well

. Pittsfield
Town/City
Berkshire
County

Permit No.

MA
Stats

Land-Surface Elsvation

and Datum 98-8 feet

I Surveyed
RGVD 1929

0 Estimated

. 12710791
installation Date(s)

it {
Drii!ing Method 8 174" Hollow Stem Auger
Drilling Contractor
Drilling Fluig X°"e

Clean Berkshires, Inc.

Development Technique(s) and Data(s)
Bladder Pump 12/11/91

NA

Fluid Loss During Drilling gallons

gallons
feet below M.P.
feet below M.P.

Water Removed During Development _275
0.47
Static Depth to Water
18.0
Pumping Depth to Water

Pumping Duration ! hours

12/11/5&8

gpmy/ft

Yield gpm
Specific Capacity

‘Well Purpose
Ground-Water Monitorirg

Remarks
& Bags Grade 2 (#1) Sand

2 Buckets Bentonite Pellets

5. Beames

Prepared by
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GROUNDWATER CONTOUR MAP, JUNE 1988
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APPENDIX K

AMBIENT AIR MONITORING FOR POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS

(ZOREX, NOVEMBER 1993)

2/25/94
804927F



AMBIENT AIR MONITORING FOR
POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCB)

MAY 4, 1993 to AUGUST 17, 1993

‘General Electric Company
~ Pittsfield, Massachusetts

Book 1 of 3

Book 1:  Ambient Air Monitoring Report
Book 2:  Appendices I - VII
Book 3:  Appendices VIII - XX

Prepared by:

Zorex Environmental Engineers, Inc.
247 South Street
Pittsfield, MA 01201
(413) 447-7585
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PROJECT SUMMARY

Zorex Environmental Engineers, Inc. has completed additional ambient air monitoring for
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) at and around the General Electric (GE) facility in Pittsfield,
Massachusetts. This sampling program follows a one year sampling program for ambient PCBs
conducted from August 14, 1991 to August 20, 1992, by Zorex Environmenta! Engineers on
behalf of Generai Electric Company. The current ambient air sampling program was conducted
to obtain valid and representative ambient air data for the following purposes: 1) to more
accurately identify suspected sources of ambient PCBs from the GE facility and, if possible,
estimate emission rates from identified sources; and 2) to further characterize ambient air levels
of PCB downwind of the Newell Street MCP site.

To augment the ambient air sampling program, GE collected samples from other media
at and around the GE facility. Soil, oil, sediment and sludge samples were collected from
identified MCP sites and analyzed for PCB. The additional media sampling was conducwd
assist in the identification of suspected sources of ambient PCRs.

The ambient air sampling program consisted of eight sampling events between May 4,
1993 and August 17, 1993. Five high-elevation sampiers were located at or downwind from
suspected PCB sources at or near the GE facility. A sixth high-elevation sampler, used for
determining background PCB concentrations, was located 3.5 miles west of the GE facility at
Berkshire Community College. Low-elevation sampling was conducted close to ground level at
three of the five high-elevation sampling sites. Meteorological data from an on-site weather
station was collected concurrently with the ambient PCB data.

The ambient monitoring program was conducted in accordance with the MCP Scope of
Work for Additional PCB Ambient Air Monitoring, General Electric Company, Pittsfield,
Massachusetts, dated March 10, 1993, the Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for the August
1991 - 1992 ambient air monitoring program, and the Massachusetts Depariment of
Environmental Protection (MA DEP) letter of March 17, 1993,

The ambient high-clevation samples were collected in accordance with the EPA
Compendium Method TO-4. Ambient low-elevation samples were collected in accordance with
EPA Compendium Method TO-10. Sample extracts were analyzed for seven PCB Aroclors using
gas chromatography with electron capture detection (GC-ECD) as described in EPA Method 608.
Additional high-resolution analyses using gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS) were
conducted to confirm Method 608 results.

The analytical results of the samples from the high-elevation monitors revea! the
following:

- At the Newell Street site, the ambient PCB concentrations measured in the rear
of 191 Newell Street were at about the same level as those measured at that
station during the same months (May-August) in the 1991-92 study. However,



the PCB concentrations measured at two niew stations in the front of 191 Newell
Street and at the F.W. Webb property were significantly lower -- on average
about one-third of the levels measured in the rear of 191 Newell Street.

- At the Lyman Street site, the measured ambient PCB concentrations were
somewhat higher than those measured at this station during May-August in the
prior study.

- At the new Silver Lake station, located on the edge of Silver Lake, the measured
ambient PCB concentrations were, on average, about twice as high as the
concentrations measured during the same months in the prior study at a station
located approximately 400 feet east of Silver Lake.

The PCB concentrations measured at the low-elevation monitors in the rear of 191 Newell
Street, at Lyman Street and at Silver Lake were significantly higher than any of the
concentrations found at the high-elevation monitors, ranging from 2 to 87 times as high.
However, these samples were collected by a different sampling method using a different type of
sampler (low-volume versus high-volume) and were subject to a much higher detection limit; and
it 13 unclear whether or to what extent the higher measured PCB concentrations in these samples
were attributable to such differences, rather than reflecting true differences in ambient PCB
concentrations. Further sampling is proposed to investigate this question.

The analytical data aiso show that the results of the high-resolution analyses, which are
tikely to produce more accurate measurements of PCBs in ambient air than the Method 608
analyses, are about 40-60% lower than the Method 608 analytical results.

An evaluation of the PCB analytical data in relation to meteorological data reveais that:

- At the monitored sites (exciuding the background site), ambient daily temperature
appears to have some impact on ambient PCB concentrations, although it is not
clear to what degree. At ambient temperatures below about 50-60°F, there are
unlikely to be measurable concentrations of ambient PCBs, while at higher
temperatures, particularly above about 60°F, there is a strong likelihood of
obtaining measurable PCB concentrations. Thus, temperatures above about 50-
60°F appear to be related to ambient PCB concentrations, although that
relationship is not direct or linear at the high-elevation stations. The relationship
between temperature and ambient PCB concentrations is stronger and more direct
at the low-elevation stations.

- There is no apparent telationship between wind speed and ambient PCB

concentrations at the high-elevation monitors, but the data do suggest an inverse
relationship at the low-elevation monitors.

it



- There are no consistent associations between wind direction and ambient PCB
concentrations, although it seems apparent that wind direction in concert with
wind speed plays a role in the dispersion of PCBs from assumed source areas.

- There is no apparent relationship between barometric pressure and ambient PCB
concentrations.

An evaluation of chromatograms prepared by GE using extracts of selected air samples
returned from the laboratory reveals that at each of the sampling sites the distribution of PCB
isomers has a consistent patiern over time. This evaluation also shows a similarity in the major
peaks in the PCB isomer distribution between the high-volume and low-volume samples from
Newell Street and between the high-volume and low-volume samples from Silver Lake. A
similar comparison could not be made for the Lyman Street site. Review of these
chromatograms also shows that those from the various Newell Street stations have a similar
pattern of PCB isomer distribution, but can be distinguished from the Silver Lake and Lyman
Street chromatograms, thus indicating the influence of different PCB sources.

A comparison of the air sample chromatograms with chromatograms from the soil,
sediment, sludge, and oil samples collected from potential source areas reveals that the PCB
isomer distribution in the air extracts is not directly comparable to that in the samples from the
other media. However, this difference may be explained by the fact that PCBs volatilizing from
other media would be expected to provide a higher proportion of the more volatile isomers to
the ambient air that have a lower retention time,

Overall, review of the data from this monitoring program, particularly the comparisons
of ambient PCB concentrations and air extract chromatograms among the various stations
(including high-elevation versus low-elevation comparisons), indicate that surficial soil in the rear
of the Newell Street site and the sediments in Silver Lake -- both of which are known to contain
elevated concentrations of PCBs -- are principal sources of the PCBs detected in the ambient air
around those respective areas. The data are insufficient, however, to identify the source of
ambient PCBs at Lyman Street. At this time, no firm conclusions can be drawn about the
magnitude of the low-elevation PCB concentrations due to the need for further sampling to
evaluate the comparability of the low-volume and high-volume sampling methods. Moreover,
emission rates from the assumed source areas cannot be accurately determined, although they are
clearly higher in summer than in winter. The data do strongly indicate, however, that there is
rapid dispersion of PCBs with elevation above the assumed source areas and that PCB
concentrations further decrease rapidly with distance from those assumed sources.

Finally, an evaluation of the air monitoring data from a risk perspective indicates that,
even using standard MA DEP exposure assumptions and toxicity values, the PCBs in the ambient
air in these areas do not present any imminent hazard or significant risk to the populations likely
to be most exposed -- i.e., residents living on Newell Street, students at the Hibbard School (on
Newell Street), and residents living near Silver Lake.

iii
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1.0 Introduction

Zorex Environmental Engineers, Inc. (Zorex) was retained by General Electric Company
(GE) to conduct additional ambient PCB air sampling at and around the General Electric facility
in Pittsfield, Massachusetts. The sampling program was predicated on the results of a year-long
ambient monitoring program for PCBs completed between August 20, 1991 and August 14,
1992. As with the year-long ambient air monitoring program for PCBs, this additional PCB
ambient air monitoring program was conducted as part of continuing Massachusetts Contingency
Plan (MCP) work to address Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MA DEP)
concerns about potential air pathway exposures to PCBs.

The objectives of the sampling program were: 1) to provide valid and representative
ambient air data to more accurately identify suspected sources of ambient PCBs from the GE
facility and, it possible, to estimate emission rates from potential sources; and 2) to further
characterize ambient air levels of PCB downwind of the Newell Street MCP -site.

To augment the ambient air sampling program, GE collected and analyzed several samples
of other environmental media at and around the GE MCP sites. Soil, oil, sediment and sludge
samples were collected and analyzed to assist in the identification of suspected sources of ambient
PCB:s.

Ambient air monitoring consisted of eight sampling events beginning on May 4, 1993 and
ending on August 17, 1993. Meteorological data from an on-site weather station were collected
concurrently with the ambient PCB sampling. All ambient air sampling, field work, sample
collection, sample shipment and recordkeeping were completed by Zorex Environmental
Engineers, Inc., Pittsfield, Massachusetts. The samples were analyzed by IT Analytical Services
in Cincinnati, Ohio and in Knoxville, Tennessee.

The GE Environmental Laboratory at the Pittsfield facility completed the sampling and
analysis of soil, oil, sediment and sludge samples. The GE Environmental Laboratory also
completed confirming qualitative analyses of the ambient air samples (using extracts remaining
from IT analysis). An evaluation of the data from a risk perspective was conducted by
ChemRisk of Portland, Maine.

This final report presents a summary of all ambient air and other media analytical results,
sampling activities, quality assurance/quality control objectives, laboratory data sheets, a
summary of meteorological data and a discussion of problems and disruptions related to the
sampling program. An interpretation of analytical data with respect to possible source areas is
presented as well as a discussion of the need for further sampling and the appropriateness of air
dispersion modeling.
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2.0 Ambient Air Sampling Project Description

2.1

Ambient Air Sampling Program
2.1.1 High-Elevation

Ambient air sampling was completed at elevations 2-6 meters above the
ground at six sampling sites. Five of these sites were at or downwind of potential
sources of ambient PCBs around the GE Pittsfield facility. A sixth monitor was
located on the grounds of Berkshire Community College (BCC), approximately
3.5 miles west of the GE facility. For data quality assessment, a seventh monitor
was co-located at the 191 Newell Front Site. The locations of the monitoring
stations are presented below and are shown in Figure A. The placement of the
monitoring stations at the sites identified in Figure A was based on the results of
the 1991-1992 ambient air monitoring program, the location of potential PCB
source areas and the general direction of prevailing winds in the area.

Sampling Location Sampling Site# MCP Site

Roof of F.W. Webb, Newell St. 9 Downwind of Newell
Rear of 191 Newell Street 2 Newell
Lyman Street Parking Lot 3 Lyman
Berkshire Community College

(Background) 6 Background
Silver Lake 11 Silver Lake
Front of 191 Newell Street 10 Newell
Front of 191 Newell Street

(Co-located) 10-Co Newell

High-elevation samples were collected using high-volume samplers in
accordance with EPA Method TO-4 described below in Section 2.2.1. Samples
were collected every fifteen days starting May 4, 1993, and ending August 17,
1993, for a total of eight sampling events.

2.1.1.1 Building 328

In addition to the foregoing, three rounds of high-elevation samples
(272193, 2/10/93, 2/18/93) were collected at the former General Electric
Building 32S located east-northeast of Silver Lake. The purpose of this
sampling was to provide seasonal winter data to complement data collected
during the previous year long study (Ambient Air Monitoring for PCB,
August 20. 1991 - August 14, 1992, General Electric Co. . Pittsfield. MA,
November 13, 1993). During the year long-study, sampling at Building




e

e

Ao

Silver
Lake

300 0 300’ MCP AMBIENT
— . i AIR MONITORING
TW.: JABTSERE TR WS pspe
B - 000 W
W 2020098 ]

Figure A
- DESCRIPTION.
1'Ar»*za I West of bidg. 84Y
'Rear of 191 Newcll St
GE Lymsn St lot

Hill 78 (not shown on map)
0P-3 {not shown on map)

i
|

BCC (not shown on mep)

SW of GE bldg. 328

Roof of 281 Newell St.

Front of 181 Newell St.

East shore of Silver lake

Low vol. rear of 181 Newsll St
Low vol. SE of Lyman $t. Lot

Low vol, Bast shore of Siiver lake
Electronic Weather Station

o -
B owosmoS oo o e 0 -

= D F2 BT o 7 Suh L
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERS, INC. Pl WA 0101

408 KO -
R GCENERAL ELECTRIC




2.2

Ambient Air Monitoring
General Electric Company
November &, 1993

Page 4

32S was not begun until June 15, 1992 and concluded in August, 1992,
providing no winter data for the Silver Lake area. The samples were
collected and analyzed using the methods described in Section 2.2.1 below
for high-elevation sampling.

2.1.2 Low-Elevation

Low-elevation sampling at or near ground level was completed at three
locations. The three locations are areas with known elevated PCB concentrations
suspected of contributing to previously monitored levels of ambient PCBs. The
three sites were also monitored at high-elevations (2-6 meters) as described in
Section 2.1.1 above. A fourth low-elevation sampling site was co-located at Site
#2 for data quality assessment. The locations of the low-elevation monitoring
stations are presented below and are shown in Figure A.

Sampling Location Sampling Site # MCP Site
191 Newell Street Rear A Newell
Newell Street Rear (Co-located) A-Co Newell
Lyman Street, River Bank B Lyman
Silver Lake, Lake Front C Silver Lake

Low-elevation samples were collected using low-volume samplers in
accordance with EPA Method TO-10 described below in Section 2.2.2. Samples
were collected every fifteen days starting May 4, 1993, and ending August 17,
1993 for a total of eight sampling events.

Ambient Air Sampling Methods
2.2.1 High-Elevation Methods

A 24-hour sample was collected from 7 a.m. to 7 a.m. on each sampling
day at each of the high-elevation sampling sites. The samples were collected
according to the U.S. EPA Compendium Method TO-4, Method for the
Determination of Organochlorine Pesticides and Polychlorinated Biphenyls in
Ambient Air. This method employs a General Metal Works PS-1 modified high-
volume sampler consisting of a glass fiber filter with a polyurethane foam (PUF)
backup absorbent cartridge. The sampler inlet was located 2-6 meters from the
ground. Ambient air was drawn through the cartridge at a rate of 200-280
L/minute for 24-hours. The total air volume collected for each sample was
approximately 370 standard cubic meters. A figure describing the sampler and
a complete copy of EPA Compendium Method TO-4 is presented in Appendix I.

The samplers were monitored at six-hour intervals over the 24-hour
sampling period. At the end of the sampling period, the sampling modules
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containing the fiber filters and PUF adsorbents were removed from the samplers.
Each glass fiber filter was placed in a glass petri dish and each PUF adsorbent
(inside a glass cartridge) was wrapped in hexane rinsed aluminum foil. Each fiber
filter and PUF adsorbent set was labeled as one sample. The samples were
wrapped, packaged in blue ice and sent under chain of custody to the IT
Analytical Laboratory in Cincinnati, Ohio for analysis.

2.2.2 Low-Elevation Methods

A 24-hour air sample was collected from 7 a.m. to 7 a.m. on every
sampling day at each of the low-elevation sampling sites. The samples were
collected according to the U.S. EPA Compendium Method TO-10, Method for the
Determination of Organochlorine Pesticides in Ambient Air Using Low-Volume

Polyurethane Foam (PUF) Sampling with Gas Chromatography/Electron Capture
Detector (GC/ECD). This method employs a low-volume pump controlled by a

flowmeter which draws ambient air through a polyurethane foam cartridge (PUF)
contained in a glass holder. The sampler inlet was located approximately 12
inches from the ground. Ambient air was drawn through the cartridge at a rate
of approximately 5 L/minute for 24-hours. The total air volume collected for
each sample was approximately 7.0 standard cubic meters. A copy of EPA
Compendium Method TO-10 and a graphic illustration of the sampling system is
presented in Appendix II.

The samplers were monitored at six-hour intervals over the 24-hour
sampling period. During these six-hour checks, barometric pressure, temperature,
flow and magnehelic pressure readings were taken. When necessary, the air flow
was adjusted to the target flowrate. At the end of the sampling period, the PUF
cartridges were removed from the sampling train. Each PUF cartridge (inside a
glass holder) was wrapped in hexane rinsed aluminum foil. The PUF samples
were wrapped, packaged in blue ice and sent under chain of custody to the IT
Analytical Laboratory in Cincinnati, Ohio for analysis.

Analytical Methods

2.3.1 Method 608 -

The PCBs in both the high-and low-elevation samples were recovered by
Soxhlet extraction with 5% ether in hexane. The extracts were reduced in volume
using Kuderna-Danish (K-D) concentration techniques and subjected to column
chromatographic cleanup. The extracts were analyzed for PCBs using gas
chromatography with electron capture detection (GC-ECD), as described in EPA
Method 608.
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IT Analytical Services analyzed the samples for the following individual
PCB Aroclors:

PCB-1016
PCB-1221
PCB-1232
PCB-1242
PCB-1248
PCB-1254
PCB-1260

The quantities of PCBs in each sample were reported by IT Analytical
Services as a specific Aroclor in ug/PUF above the analytical detection limit of
0.2 ug/PUF. These volumes were divided by the standard air volume sampled to
provide ambient concentrations in micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?).

2.3.2 High-Resolution

For confirmation of the results from Method 608, some high-and low-
elevation samples were split and analyzed by both Method 608 and high-resolution
gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS). A total of 16 high-elevation
samples and three low-elevation samples were sent for high-resolution analysis.
The high-resolution analyses were completed by IT Analytical Services,
Knoxville, Tennessee.

2.4 Project Detection Limits

The PCB project detection limit for high-elevation samples is 0.0005 ug/m’, based
on a laboratory detection limit of 0.2 ug/PUF for an average 24-hour air volume of 370
m’. The project detection limit for low-elevation samples is 0.029 ug/m?® based on a

laboratory detection limit of 0.2 ug/PUF for an average 24-hour air volume of 6.8 m’.

2.5  Meteorological Data

An on-site weather station was installed in East Street Area 2 at the GE facility
in July 1991 to continuously record meteorological data concurrently with sampling. The
Climatronics Electronic Weather Station (EWS) measures and records, every 15 minutes,
wind speed, wind direction, wind direction standard deviation, precipitation, relative
humidity, temperature and integrated solar radiation. The location of the weather station
is identified on Figure A.

The station was installed and continues to operate in accordance with EPA
guidance contained in On-Site Meteorological Program Guidance for Regulatory Modeling
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Applications, U.S. EPA, June, 1987 and the Quality Assurance Plan for Meteorological
Monitoring Station at General Electric Company, Pittsfield, Massachusetts. The siting

of the meteorological station was approved by MA DEP in May 1991.

2.6  Quality Assurance/Quality Control

The objective of the Quality Assurance Project Plan was to ensure that the data
collected on ambient levels of PCB were adequate to meet the objective of the monitoring
program and the intended uses of the data. The following procedures were carried out
to assure quality in the design and implementation of the monitoring program.

2.6.1

The sampling and analytical procedures were conducted in accordance with
EPA Compendium Method TO-4, EPA Compendium Method TO-10 and
EPA recommended guidelines.

All phases of the sampling program were adequately documented.
Documentation was maintained to evidence the validity of calibrations,
sample collection, flow calculations, sample custody, analytical
performance, data reduction and audit procedures. A record book has
been maintained to identify and reconstruct sampling events, calibration
procedures, maintenance and repair activity, and other related information.

The GE Project Manager was kept informed of sampling activity with
update memoranda.

Calibrations

Calibrations for all sampling equipment were conducted in accordance with

the schedules and procedures specified in the EPA High Volume Reference
Method TO-4 and Method TO-10. All data and calculations for the calibrations
are maintained in a calibration log file.

2.6.2 Quality Control

The following internal quality control checks were performed on each

high-elevation sampler:

- A one-point calibration check of the calibrated flow rate versus
sampler magnehelic pressure indication was performed on each
sampler before and after each sampling event;

- A zero check on the samplers’ pressure gauges was verified before
and after each sampling event;
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- A leak check was performed on each sampler before and after each
sampling event;

- A recording and adjustment of the sampler pressure indicator was
undertaken to maintain a constant rate flow at six-hour intervals
during the sampling event; and

- One additional sampler was located at 191 Newell Front as a
sampling precision check on the field sampler. The ambient PCB
data from the co-located sampler were used to verify the precision
of the primary sampler.

The following internal quality control checks were performed on each low-
elevation sampler:

- A zero check on the samplers' pressure gauges was verified before
and after each sampling event;

- A leak check was performed on each sampler before and after each
sampling event;

- A recording and adjustment of the sampler's pressure indicator and
flowmeter reading was undertaken to maintain a constant rate flow
at six-hour intervals during the sampling event; and

- One additional sampler was located at 191 Newell Rear as a
sampling precision check on the primary sampler. The ambient
PCB data from the co-located sampler were used to verify the
precision of the primary sampler.

!

The following quality control measures were performed in both high-and
low-elevation sampling to insure the integrity of the ambient air samples:

- One PUF from each batch of 21 PUFs was extracted by IT
Analytical Services before the batch was shipped from IT. The
PUF was analyzed as a Method Blank check for PCBs for that
batch. The blank control limit was the detection limit. Each set
of PUFs used for sampling was verified using this method.

- One PUF field blank was transported with the samples to and from
the field and was handled like all of the other PUFs, except no air
was drawn through it. The PUF was shipped along with the
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samples to the laboratory for analysis. All field blanks analyzed by
IT were verified blank.

- All samples were labeled and transported under chain of custody
by Federal Express to IT Cincinnati. At IT, the samples were
recorded and handled according to strict chain-of-custody outlined
in the SOP provided in the Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)
for this project.

2.6.3 Data Validation

All sampling data recorded in the field and flow calculations based on the
field data were verified by the Project Manager or her designee before final
recording. Calibration charts for flow calculations were validated by the Project
QA Manager.

IT Analytical Services has documented procedures for data validation of
analytical results. These procedures comply at a minimum with the requirements
in Method TO-4, Method TO-10 and associated references. These were submitted
as part of the QAPP. Analytical results and laboratory validation procedures were
reviewed by the Zorex Project Manager.

2.6.4 Meteorological Data

The meteorological station was installed and operates in accordance with
the standard operating procedures recommended by the manufacturer,
Climatronics Corporation. Additional EPA guidance is contained in On-Site
Meteorological Program Guidance for Regulatory Modeling Applications, U.S.
EPA, revised February 1993. The meteorological station is operated in
accordance with the Quality Assurance Plan for Meteorological Monitoring Station
at General Electric Company, Pittsfield, Massachusetts. The siting of the
meteorological station was approved by MA DEP in May 1991. The Department
of Environmental Protection conducted a Quality Assurance audit of the station
in August 1993.
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Qualitative Analysis Performed by General Electric
3.1  Ambient Air Qualitative Analysis

The extracts from a total of 25 air samples were returned to GE from IT
Analytical Services for qualitative analysis. The air samples chosen for additional
analysis by GE included all samples which were split and analyzed by both Method 608
and High-Resolution analysis (17 samples), and eight samples for events for which no
high-resolution analyses were requested (including two background samples).

These extracts were analyzed by capillary column GC/MS using methods
developed by GE for the characterization of PCB degradation. These methods were
developed to support bioremediation studies, particularly at Woods Pond, over the past
year and a half. As part of this study, GE has determined retention times for 120 PCB
isomers which occur in Aroclors 1242, 1254 and 1260, as well as for 45 other PCB
isomers which may be formed by the selective dechlorination of the Aroclor isomer.

The analyses of the PUF extracts in this way generated a uniform set of
chromatograms for the PCB isomers captured on the PUF Cartridges to qualitatively
compare the PCB isomer distribution found at the air monitoring sites and to compare the
distribution of airborne PCB isomers with the PCB isomers found in soil, sediment and
oil samples from the surrounding area.

One group of PUF extracts returned from IT had been concentrated by IT for
high-resolution (capillary column) GC/MS analysis. These are listed in Table 1. Only
small volumes (250 ul) of these extracts were available. 2-Fluorobiphenyl (2FBP), which
serves as a retention time reference and as an internal standard in the GC/MS method,
was added to each of the extracts. Isooctane (1.0 ul) containing 100 ug/ml of 2FBP was
added to 100 ul of extract. (Ordinarily, for quantitative analysis, the 2FBP is added in
a dilution step so that the resulting solution contains exactly 1.0 ug/ml 2FBP.) Since the
analysis of the PUF extracts was intended to be qualitative, and since it was undesirable
to dilute the extracts any more than necessary, the 2FBP concentration was approximated.
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TABLE 1
AMBIENT AIR SAMPLES ANALYZED BY GENERAL ELECTRIC - HIGH RESOLUTION
IT Lab Monitoring Appendix III

PUF ID ID Monitoring site date Figure
729-050493-1 AA2101 | FW Webb May 4, 1993 |1
Z48-052093-1 AA2153 | FW Webb May 20, 1993 |2
Z37-061893-1 AA2262 | FW Webb Jun 18, 1993 |3
Z26-070393-1 AA2342 | FW Webb Jul 3,1993 |4

{ Z07-071893-1 AA2410 | FW Webb Jul 18,1993 |5

- 732-080293-1 | AA2432 | FW Webb Aug 2, 1993 |6

P Z132-080293-1 | AA2433 | FW Webb Aug 2,1993 |7

Z17-061893-2 | AA2256 | 191 Newell - Rear | Jun 18, 1993 |8
Z111A-061893-2 | AA2259 191 Newell - Rear LV | Jun 18, 1993 9
Z02-070393-5 AA2408 | 191 Newell - Front Jul 3,1993 |10
Z46-071893-7 AA2411 191 Newell - Front Jul 18, 1993 11
Z06-061893-3 AA2257 | Lyman Street Jun 18, 1993 | 12
Z113A-061893-3 | AA2260 | Lyman Street - LV Jun 18, 1993 13

g Z49-070393-3 AA2407 | Lyman Street Jul 3, 1993 14

757-071893-3 | AA2409 | Lyman Street Jul 18,1993 |15
Z27-061893-8 AA2258 | Silver Lake Jun 18, 1993 | 16
Z114A-061893-8 | AA2261 | Silver Lake - LV Jun 18, 1993 | 17
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A second group of extracts had been prepared at IT for analysis solely by
GC/ECD using Method 608. These are listed in Table 2. Larger quantities (2.5 t0 3.5
ml) of these extracts were available. However, preliminary screening (by GC/ECD)
indicated that all of these extracts would need to be concentrated to obtain solutions
suitable for analysis by GC/MS. The total amount of each extract was taken to dryness
in a stream of pure nitrogen at room temperature. The residue was dissolved in 100 ul
of isooctane containing 1.0 ug/ml 2FBP. It would have been desirable to concentrate
these extracts 100:1, but due to the limited volumes, GE was only able to achieve from
20:1 to 30:1 increase in analyte concentration. Most of these extracts were still too dilute
for satisfactory analysis by GC/MS.

All of the concentrates were analyzed on a 30 m X 0.25 mm DBS5 capillary
column in a HP 5890 GC equipped with a 5871A MS detector. The carrier gas was
neiium at a flow rate of 0.932 mi/min (40 psi head pressure) at 80°C. The injector was
operated in splitless mode and maintained at 290°C. The injection volume was 1.0 ul.
The injector purge valve was opened at 2.00 min after injection. The column oven was
held at 80°C for 2.05 min. The oven temperature was increased to 120°C at a rate of
20.00 Deg-C/min and held at 120°C for 1.45 minutes. The oven temperature was next
increased to 270°C at a rate of 4.00 Deg-C/min and held at 270°C for 7.00 minutes for
a total analysis time of 50 minutes.

The GC-MS transfer line was held at 290°C. The MS was tuned to the standard
autotune parameters for perfluorotributylamine (PFTBA). The MS was operated in the
SIM mode, acquiring only the ions appropriate for the PCB congener groups (and 2FBP).
The response of the MS was calibrated with mixed calibration standards which contained
known amounts of Aroclors 1242, 1254 and 1260. Three calibration standards (three
different concentrations of the mixed Aroclors) and several blanks were run with each
batch of extracts.

The chromatograms generated by these qualitative analyses are presented in figures
in Appendix III. Figures 1-17 in that appendix show the chromatograms from GE's
qualitative analyses of the extracts that were prepared by IT for high-resolution analysis,
while Figures 18-25 show the chromatograms from GE's qualitative analyses of the
remaining extracts. These chromatograms are discussed in Section 4.2 below.

3.2 Other Media Qualitative Analysis

Several samples of soil, sediment and oil were analyzed for PCB isomer
distribution by the GE Environmental Laboratory in Pittsfield. These samples, as well
as several known Aroclors (1242, 1248, 1254, and 1260), were analyzed by capillary
column GC/MS using methods developed by GE for the characterization of PCB
degradation. These methods were developed to support bioremediation studies,
particularly at Woods Pond, over the past year and a half. As part of this study, GE has
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AMBIENT AIR SAMPLES ANALYZED BY GENERAL ELECTRIC - METHOD 608

Appendix III

PUF ID IT LAB ID | Monitoring Site Monitoring Date | Figure
Z212-060393-2 AA7450 | 191 Newell Rear Jun 3, 1993 18
Z235-060393-P5 AA7458 | 191 Newell Jun 3, 1993 19
Front
Z18-060393-3 AA7453 Lyman Street Jun 3, 1993 20
Z250-060393-6 AA7455 | BCC Jun 3, 1993 21
Z256-061893-6 AA8527 | BCC Jun 18, 1993 22
Z40-060393-8 AA7456 | Silver Lake Jun 3, 1993 23
Z102A-080293-8 AB2017 | Silver Lake LV Aug 2, 1993 24
Z03A-081793-8 AB3548 | Silver Lake LV Aug 18, 1993 |25




Ambient Air Monitoring
General Electric Company
November 8, 1993

Page 14

determined retention times for 120 PCB isomers which occur in Aroclors 1242, 1254 and
1260 as well as for 45 other PCB isomers which may be formed by the selective
dechlorination of the Aroclor isomer.

A listing of the soil, sediment, oil and Aroclor samples analyzed in this way is
presented in Table 3. As shown in that table, these included (in addition to the known
Aroclor samples): oil samples from the burn tank at GE's Thermal Oxidizer; oil samples
recovered from a well at the Lyman Street site; samples of the filter press residue from
the Building 64T waste water treatment operation and the Building 64G groundwater
treatment plant in the East Street Area 2 at the GE facility; a sample of filter press
residue from the groundwater treatment facility at the Lyman Street site; a sample of the
Silver Lake sediment; and soil samples from 191 Newell Street taken near the air
sampling station in the rear of that property. GE's analyses of these samples generated
a uniform set of chromatograms to qualitatively compare the PCB isomer distribution
found in the soil, sediment, oil and Aroclor samples with the distribution of airborne PCB
isomers in the extracts of PUF cartridges from various monitoring sites in the Pittsfield
area.

The liquid samples were prepared for GC/MS analysis by dilution (Method 3580A
- SW846) to an appropriate PCB concentration range and the addition of 1.0 ug/ml of 2-
Fluorobiphenyl (2FBP) which serves as a retention time reference and an internal standard
on the GC/MS method.

The soil and sediment samples were prepared for a GC/MS analysis by modified
Soxhlet extraction (modified Method 3540A - SW846). The method modification
consisted of the addition of a Dean-Stark trap between the condenser and the Soxhlet
extractor. This trap removes the water from the system and permits the efficient
extraction of PCB isomers from soil and sediment samples without the addition of
anhydrous sodium sulfate. This method has been shown to give acceptable analyte
recoveries from soil and sediment samples.

All of the resulting solutions were analyzed for PCBs by capillary GC/MS. The
resulting chromatograms are shown as Figures 28-48 in Appendix III. These are
compared with the air sample chromatograms in Section 4.2.
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TABLE 3
OTHER MEDIA SAMPLES ANALYZED BY GENERAL ELECTRIC
Media/ Appendix III

Sample ID File ID | Source Phase Sample Date Figure
Aroclor 1242 Monsanto Liquid 28
Aroclor 1248 Monsanto Liquid 29
Aroclor 1254 Monsanto Liquid 30
Aroclor 1260 Monsanto Liquid 31

g TK1 5/19-20/93 P5486 | Burn Tank Comp [a] Liquid May 19&20,1993 | 32

{ TL1 6/2-3/93 P5494 | Burn Tank Comp [a] | Liquid Jun 2&3, 1993 33

r TK16/17/93 P5509 | Burn Tank Comp [b] | Liquid Jun 17, 1993 34

TK1 6/18/93 P5509 | Burn Tank Comp [b] | Liquid | Jun 18, 1993 35
TK1 7/2/93 P5518 | Burn Tank Comp [b] | Liquid Jul 2, 1993 36
TK3 7/2/93 P5518 | Burn Tank Comp [b] | Liquid Jul 2, 1993 37
TK3 7/3/93 P5518 | Burn Tank Comp [b] | Liquid | Jul 3, 1993 38
LS-2-C1 P5238 | Lyman Street Well Liquid Jul 31, 1992 39
LS-21-Cl P5044 | Lyman Street Well Liquid Feb 13, 1992 40
LS-4-C1 P5044 | Lyman Street Well Liquid Feb 13, 1992 41

; ; F3-64T&G-13 P5519 | Filter Cake 64T/G[c] | Solid Jun 29, 1993 42
71-41958-c1 P5632 | Filter Cake 64T/G[c] | Solid Jul 1, 1993 43

| H3-Lyman-10 P5559 | Filter Cake Lyman(d] | Solid | Aug 10, 1993 44

 Silver Lake NO2 | P5355 | Silver Lake Sediment | Dec 2, 1992 45
QP-12 P5607 | 191 Newell Rear Soil Sep 29, 1993 46
QP-19 P5607 191 Newell Rear Soil Sep 29, 1993 47
QP-20 P5607 | 191 Newell Rear Soil Sep 29, 1993 48

NOTEs:

a - Mixture of daily composite samples from the burn tank of the Thermal Oxidizer on days when air
monitoring was underway.

b - Individual daily composite sample from burn tank of Thermal Oxidizer on days when air monitoring
was underway.

¢ - Filter Press residue from Bldg 64T wastewater treatment operation and Bldg 64G ground water
treatment operation.

d - Filter Press residue from Lyman Street groundwater treatment operation.
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4.0  Analytical Results

4.1

Ambient PCB Concentrations
4.1.1 Results

Ambient 24-hour concentrations of total PCBs in ug/m® from high-
elevation samples collected between May 4, 1993 and August 20, 1993, for each
of the monitoring locations are presented in Table 4. Ambient 24-hour
concentrations of total PCBs in ug/m’ from low-elevation samples collected
between May 4, 1993 and August 20, 1993, for each of the monitoring locations
are presented in Table 5. In both of these tables, the Method 608 analytical
results are presented without parentheses, while the high-resolution analytical
results for those samples tliat were subjected to high-resolution analysis are shown
in parentheses. (The two methods are compared in Section 4.1.2.) In computing
the average site concentrations for the May - August sampling period, non-detect
(ND) measurements were assumed for the purposes of this report to be one half
the detection limit (per EPA Guidance in Air/Superfund National Technical
Guidance Study Series. Volume 4, Procedures for Dispersion Modeling and Air
Monitoring for Superfund Air Pathway Analysis. U.S. EPA, July 1989). Table
6 is a summary of results from winter sampling at Building 32S. Table 7 presents
a comparison between the results from the high-elevation samples and those from
the low-elevation samples (using the Method 608 analytical data) at each location
where both high- and low-elevation sampling was performed.

Complete sets of the analytical results provided by IT Analytical Services
are contained in Appendix IV for the Method 608 analyses and in Appendix V for
the high-resolution analyses.

4.1.2 Comparison of Method 608 and High-Resolution Analysis

Method 608 is the specified analytical method for the EPA TO-4 PCB
sampling procedure. It is not a compound-specific method, but quantifies PCB
as Aroclors by matching a pattern of peaks on a chromatogram with a known
standard. The total PCBs in a sample are quantified as the Aroclor which most
closely matches the peak pattern. It is a visual method subject to interpretation
by the analyst. In addition, the quantification of PCBs using Method 608
chromatograms is further complicated by the potential for non-PCB compounds
with similar retention times as PCB isomers being interpreted as PCB isomers.
Thus, Method 608 tends to provide a very conservative quantification of total
PCBs in the sample.
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High-resolution analysis, unlike Method 608, does not make the
assumption of an Aroclor mixture of PCB isomers and allows the identification
of true PCB isomers. Each group of PCB isomers (di-'s, tri-'s, etc.) is quantified
with an isomer of the same group. For these reasons, this approach results in
more accurate quantification of PCB concentrations than does Method 608.

A comparison of the results from the high-resolution analyses with the
Method 608 analytical results is presented in Table 8 for all samples for which
both types of analyses were performed. That table also lists the percent
difference, standard deviation, and an indication of whether the difference was
positive (high-resolution results were higher than Method 608 results) or negative
(high-resolution results were lower than Method 608 results). As shown in Table
8, the high-resolution analytical results are generally lower than the Method 608
1csults.

4.1.3 Data Anomalies

As part of the data validation procedures, all of the sampling results were
reviewed for trends and characteristic values. Data that appeared to be unusually
high, low, or otherwise irregular were flagged for further evaluation. Due to the
fact that there were only eight sampling events, it was difficult to identify true
data anomalies. The following, however, appear to be suspect:

- A ND was recorded at the primary high-elevation sample at 191
Newell Front on June 3, 1993. However, the results of the co-
located sample, collected during the same time, showed a
concentration of 0.0035 ug/m’.

- A ND was recorded at the primary high-elevation sample at 191
Newell Front on August 2, 1993. However, the results of the co-
located sample, collected during the same time, showed a
concentration of 0.010 ug/m’.

- The analytical results of both low-elevation samples taken on May
20, 1993, show that no PCBs were detected (ND). However, low-
elevation samples at Lyman and Silver Lake showed 0.071 ug/m®
and 0.072 ug/m’ respectively.

A review of these data has not provided any explanation or reason for the
apparent anomalies. Hence, these data are included in the summary tables on
ambient PCB concentrations. However, they should be viewed with caution.



TABLE 4

24-HOUR HIGH-VOLUME AMBIENT PCB CONCENTRATIONS IN ug/m*'
METHOD 608 (HIGH RESOLUTION)

DATE F.W. WEBRB 191 NEWELL LYMAN BCC SILVER 191 NEWELL 191 NEWELL FRONT
REAR LAKE FRONT CO-LOCATOR
May 4, 1993 ND?*0.000038) 0.0056 0.0035 0.0014 0.014* 0.0021 0.0016
May 20, 1993 0.0027(0.00084) ND 0.0027 NAS 0.0027 0.0024 0.0019
June 3, 1993 0.0030° 0.00757 0.0054¢ 0.0035¢ 0.0054° ND 0.0035¢
June 18, 1993 0.0090(0.0054) 0.0127(0.013) 0.00517(0.0026) 0.00217 0.0147(0.015) 0.0078’ 0.00847
July 3, 1993 0.0057(0.0026) 0.0089 0.0087(0.0023) ND 0.023 0.00977(0.0033) 0.00757
July 18, 1993 0.0084(0.0054) 0.023 0.0052(0.0026) ND 0.011 NA® 0.010(0.0062)
August 2, 1993 0.0068(0.0036) 0.028 0.011(0.0056) 0.0016 0.0040 ND 0.010
August 17, 1993 0.0038(0.0022) 0.035 0.0072(0.0048) 0.0011 0.012 0.0065 0.0024
Mean Concentration 0.0053(0.0029) 0.015(0.015) 0.0061(0.0037) 0.0015 0.011(0.011) 0.0041(0.0032) 0.0057(0.0052)
Max 24-Hour Occurrence 0.0090 0.035 0.011 0.00357 0.0237 0.0097’ 0.010
Date of Occurrence 6/18/93 8/17/93 8/2/93 6/3/93 7/3193 7/3/93 7/18193 &
812193
Min 24-Hour Occurrence 0.0027° ND 0.0027 ND 0.0027 ND 0.0016
Date of Occurrence 5/20/93 5/20/93 5/20/93 7/3/93 & 5/20/93 6/3/93 & 5/4/93
7/18/93 8/2/93

omu@ut—uw—z
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limit for that sample was 0.0054 ug/m’.

Non-Detect (ND) samples had a detection limit of 0.0005 ug/m?® unless otherwise noted.
Quantified as Aroclor 1254 unless otherwise noted.
Results of the Method 608 analyses are presented without parentheses; results of the high resolution GC/MS analyses (where preformed) are presented in parentheses.
Sample detection limit raised to 0.005 ug/m’® due to interference. Samples were submitted for high resolution GC/MS analysis.
A power failure occurred on 5/4/93 at Silver Lake Boulevard. Samples were collected 5/6 - 5/7/93.

A power failure occurred on 5/19/93 at BCC. There is no background sample for 5/19 - 5/20/93.

Quantified as Aroclor 1242
Quantified as Aroclor 1248
A power failure occurred at the Newell Street front sampler; however, a co-located sample was taken.

A non-detect was found on 5/4/93; however, the laboratory detection limit was raised to 2.0 ug/PUF due to matrix interferences. The detection

NOTE: For averaging purposes, one-half of the detection limit was used for Non-Detect (ND).
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~ TABLE S
24-HOUR LOW-VOLUME AMBIENT PCB CONCENTRATIONS IN ug/m* !
METHOD 608 (HIGH RESOLUTION)?
DATE 191 NEWELL 191 NEWELL REAR LYMAN SILVER LAKE
REAR CO-LOCATED
May 4, 1993 0.029 0.034 0.057 0.073
May 20, 1993 ND ND 0.071¢ 0.072
June 3, 1993 ND* ND ND 0.073°
June 18, 1993 0.073¢ 0.087%(0.025) 0.058%0.028) 0.145%0.11)
July 3, 1993 ND ND ND ND
e July 18, 1993 0.0358 NA’ ND 0.15
L August 2, 1993 0.14 0.13 0.10 0.35
August 17, 1993 0.092 0.10 0.071 0.25
& Mean Concentration 0.055 0.056(0.048) 0.050(0.046) 0.14(0.14)
Max 24-Hour Occurrence 0.14 0.13 0.10 0.35
. Date of Occurrence 8/2/93 8/2/93 8/2/93 8/2/93
Min 24-Hour Occurrence ND ND ND ND
Date of Occurrence® -- -—- —— 7/3/93

E

Quantified as Aroclor 1254 unless otherwise noted.

Results of the Method 608 analyses are presented without parentheses; results of the high resolution GC/MS analyses

(where preformed) are presented in parentheses.
A power failure occurred on 5/4/93 at Silver Lake Boulevard. Samples were collected on 5/6 - 5/7/93

lND

3

4 Quantified as Aroclor 1260

3 Sample had a DL of 0.032 ug/m’.
‘;’ Quantified as Aroclor 1248

8 »

Samples invalidated due to sampling system problems.

---" Indicates a Non-Detect (ND) was found on more than one date.

Non-Detect (ND) samples had a detection limit (DL) of 0.029 ug/m® unless otherwise noted.
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TABLE 6
BUILDING 328 WINTER SAMPLING RESULTS IN ug/m’

Date Concentration
February 2, 1993 0.000s!
February 10, 1993 ND(<0.0005)
February 18, 1993 ND(<0.0005)
! Quantified as Aroclor 1260

.
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COMPARISON BETWEEN HIGH AND LOW VOLUME SAMPLING (ug/m’)
(USING METHOD 608 ANALYTICAL RESULTS)

LR S

DATE SITE HIGH-VOLUME LOW VOLUME RATIO (low/high)
MAY 4, 1993 191 NEWELL R. 0.0056 0.029 5.2
191 NEWELL R. CO * 0.034 6.1
LYMAN 0.0035 0.057 16.0
SILVER LAKE 0.014' 0.073! 5.2
MAY 20, 1993 191 NEWELL R. ND ND -
191 NEWELL R. CO * ND —
LYMAN 0.0027 0.071% 26.0
SILVER LAKE 0.0027 0.072 27.0
JUNE 3, 1993 191 NEWELL R. 0.0075° ND -
191 NEWELL R. CO * ND —
LYMAN 0.0054* ND -
SILVER LAKE 0.0054* 0.073° 14.0
JUNE 18, 1993 191 NEWELL R. 0.012* 0.073* 6.1
191 NEWELL R. CO * 0.087° 7.3
LYMAN 0.0051° 0.058° 11.0
SILVER LAKE 0.014° 0.14° 10.0
JULY 3, 1993 191 NEWELL R. 0.6089 ND -
191 NEWELL R. CO * ND —
LYMAN 0.0087 ND —
SILVER LAKE 0.023° ND —
JULY 18, 1993 191 NEWELL R. 0.023 0.058 2.5
191 NEWELL R. CO * NA3 ——
LYMAN 0.0052 ND -
SILVER LAKE 0.011 0.15 14.0
AUGUST 2, 1993 191 NEWELL R. 0.028 0.14 5.0
191 NEWELL R. CO * 0.13 4.6
LYMAN 0.011 0.10 9.1
SILVER LAKE 0.0040 0.35 88.0
AUGUST 17, 1993 191 NEWELL R. 0.035 0.092 2.6
191 NEWELL R. CO * 0.10 2.9
LYMAN 0.0072 0.071 9.9
SILVER LAKE 0.012 0.25 21.0

NOTE: High volume data from Newell rear is used for comparison with both Newell rear low-volume samples.

A power failure occurred on May 4, 1993. Both high and low-volume samples were collected on May 7, 1993.

Aroclor 1260
Aroclor 1248
Aroclor 1242

Sample invalidated due to a power failure.



TABLE 8
HIGH RESOLUTION CONFIRM DATA
METHOD 608 HIGH PERCENT
: SAMPLE CONCENTRATION RESOLUTION DIFFERENCE
DATE SITE VOLUME (ug/m’) CONCENTRATION %
(m*) (ug/m?)
MAY 4, 1993 F.W. WEBB (HV) 368.6 ND(<0.005) 0.000038 -
MAY 20, 1993 F.W. WEBB (HV) 365.8 0.0027 0.00084 -69
JUNE 18, 1993 F.W. WEBB (HV) 368.6 0.0090 0.0054 -40
191 NEWELL REAR (HV) 373.0 0.012 0.013 +8.3
LYMAN (HV) 370.1 0.0051 0.0026 49
SILVER LAKE (HV) 373.0 0.014 0.015 +7.1
191 NEWELL REAR CO(LV) 6.88 0.087 0.025 -1
LYMAN (LV) 6.87 0.058 0.028 -52
i SILVER (LV) 6.93 0.14 0.11 21
JULY 3, 1993 F.W. WEBB (HV) 370.1 0.0057 0.0026 -54
191 NEWELL FRONT (HV) 373.0 0.0097 0.0033 -66
LYMAN (HV) 367.2 0.0087 0.0023 74
JULY 18, 1993 F.W. WEBB (HV) 370.2 0.0084 0.0054 -36
191 NEWELL FRONT CO(HV) 373.0 0.010 0.0062 -38
LYMAN (HV) 367.4 0.0052 0.0026 -50
AUGUST 2, 1993 F.W. WEBB (HV) 368.6 0.0068 0.0036 -47
LYMAN (HV) 362.9 0.011 0.0056 -49
AUGUST 17, 1993 F.W. WEBB (HV) 370.1 (.0038 0.0022 -42
LYMAN (HV) 373.0 0.0072 (.0043 -33
STANDARD LOW ELEVATION 17.8
DEVIATION HIGH ELEVATION | 6.3
(HV) High-Volume Samples &5
(LV) Low-Volume Samples & 3
“-*  Indicates a negative percent difference - i a
"+" Indicates a positive percent difference L
¢z
v &3
£05%
BEES
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4.2 Evaluation of Chromatograms from Qualitative Analyses by General Electric

All of the chromatograms from the analysis of the PUF extracts as described in
Section 3.1 are shown in Appendix III, Figures | through 25. The large peak at 10.3
minutes in each chromatogram is due to the internal standard, 2FBP. The peak which
occurs immediately after the 2FBP peak in some of the chromatograms is due to
biphenyl. All the remaining peaks are due to PCB isomers. Bipheny! was found in some
of the PUF extracts.

With two exceptions, all of the extract chromatograms show very similar patterns
of PCB isomer distribution. The two exceptions, Appendix III Figures 1 and 18, show
a pattern of large, untformly spaced peaks. These peaks are clearly seen in Figure 1,
which has no other significant peaks. The same patiern of peaks is seen in Figure 18,
superimposed on a more typical pattein for the PUF extracts. The origin of these peaks
is unknown. The appearance of these peaks suggests that they are caused by several,
individual PCB isomers such as would be contained in a mixture added by the laboratory
to mark the retention times for isomer identification. Hence, GE believes that these peaks
do not reflect PCBs from the environment.

The remainder of the PUF chromatograms all show very similar patterns. The
general upward drift of the baseline between 20 and 28 minutes is typical of samples that
contain non-PCB materials (such as oil} in combination with low concentrations of PCB.
These non-PCB materials do not produce distinct peaks, but, due to their high
concentration compared to the PCB isomers, tend to cause significant noise in the
detector, which appears as a drifting baseline. The sudden drop of the baseline that
occurs at 28 minutes, is caused by the shift of the MS from one PCB parent jon to the
parent ion of the next congener group.

In general, the chromatograms of the PUF extracts from a given site show a
consistent pattern of PCB isomer distribution over time. Although the concentration of
airborne PCB varies with time, the PCB 1somer composition remains relatively constant.
This is illustrated for the F.W. Webb station in Figure 26, which shows a composite of
all the F.W. Webb chromatograms (except for sample AA2101 - Figure 1).

Further comparison of the chromatograms from the high-volume samples from the
191 Newell Street Rear sampler (Figures 8 and [8) with the low-volume sample
chromatogram from 191 Newell Street Rear (Figure 9) shows that the major peaks in
PCB isomer distribution are very similar. There is likewise a great similarity in the
major peaks in PCB isomer distribution between the chromatograms from the Silver Lake
high-volume samples (Figures 16 and 23) and those from the low-volume samples from
Silver Lake (Figures 17, 24 and 25). Isomer peaks on the Lyman Street low-volume
sample chromatogram could not be discerned because of the small amount of PCB in the
sample; therefore, a comparison of the chromatograms from the Lyman Street low-
volume and high-volume samplers was not possible.
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Companson of the PCB chromatograms of the PUF extracts with the
chromatograms of authentic Aroclors (Appendix III, Figures 28-31) shows that the
airborne PCBs arc¢ not Aroclor mixtures. Thus, as noted previously, the analysis of PUF
extracts by packed column GC methods (Method 608) is likely to produce inaccurate
results since these methods rely on the assumption that the PCB isomers in the sample are
the same isomers found in the Aroclors and that these isomers occur in the same relative
ratios in both the sample and the Aroclor standards. Capillary column GC/MS methods
are much more likely to be accurate since these methods quantify PCBs by congener
group {mono-, di-, tri-, etc.) versus a PCB standard for each group. Alternatively, the
GC/MS method developed by GE for the study of PCB degradation quantifies each peak
of the chromatogram against a response curve established for the PCB isomer(s) which
that peak represents.

Appeandix II1, Figure 27 (A through H) shows a comparison of one chromatogram
from each of the monitoring stations. Figure 27A shows the entire chromatogram from
each station. Figures 27B through H show the same chromatograms expanded to five-
minute intervals for better comparison. All of the PUF extracts have very similar PCB
isomer distributions. However, it appears that there are relatively more of the shorter-
retention-time isomers (Figures 27C-E) in the Silver Lake samples, and to some extent
in the Lyman Street samples, than there are in the samples from the Newell Street area.
This is especially noticeable in Figure 27C, which shows a distinct peak at 17.99 minutes
in both the Silver Lake and the Lyman Street chromatograms. This is also shown by the
peaks at 21.25 and 22.99 minutes (Figure 27D) and the peaks at 24.35 and 24.49 minutes
(Figure 27E). Also in Figure 27D, the pair of peaks at 22.43 and 22.54 minutes shows
a reversal of their relative abundances between the Silver Lake/Lyman Street
chromatograms and the chromatograms from the Newell Street area.

These differences suggest that the source(s) of the airborne PCBs at the Silver
Lake and Lyman Street sites are somewhat different from the source(s) of the airborne
PCBs at the Newell Street stations. This is consistent with the view that most of the
airborne PCB isomers absorbed on the PUFs are of nearby origin and that their
concentration in air diminishes rapidly as one moves away from the source.

The chromatograms of the PUF extracts from the BCC site (Appendix III, Figures
21 and 22) show a few of the lower chlorinated PCB isomers (di- and tri-), but no
evidence of significant amounts of the higher chlorinated isomers. These two extracts
show more "background” material (drifting baseline), relative to the PCB peak, than most
of the other chromatograms. Unfortunately, the only extracts of PUFs from the BCC site
were too dilute to obtain good quality GC/MS chromatograms.

Finally, a comparison has been made between the PUF extract chromatograms and
the chromatograms from the soil, sediment, filter cake, and oil samples collected from
potential source areas (which are listed in Table 3 and presented in Appendix I, Figures
32-48). None of the PUF extract chromatograms shows a PCB isomer distribution
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directly comparable to any of the isomer distributions in the chromatograms from the
other media samples. However, if the PCB iscmers absorbed on the PUFs were
attributable to volatilization from such other media (rather than carried on dust particles
or droplets), one would expect that the isomer distribution in the PUF extracts would be
somewhat different from the isomer distribution in the source media. Specifically, in this
event, the more volatile (higher vapor pressure) isomers which have a shorter reteation
time should appear as a larger fraction of the PCB isomer distribution in the air.
Preliminary calculations by GE of the theoretical PCB isomer distribution that would be
expected in air samples assuming the volatilization of PCBs of the type found in soil and
sediment samples from around the monitors bears out this hypothesis. This factor could
thus explain the increased presence of shorter retention time isomers in the PUF
chromatograms compared to the soil/sediment chromatograms.

4.3 Meteorologicai Data

Data from the on-site weather station were summarized and tabulated for each of
the sampling days. Table 9 summarizes the mean, maximum and minimum temperatures
for each sampling day. Table 10 summarizes the mean, maximum and minimum wind
speed for each sampling day. Table 11 presents barometric pressure and total
precipitation for each sampling day. The wind speed and wind direction data were
combined to produce wind roses for each of the sampling days. The wind roses are
presented in Appendix VI
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_ TABLE 9
MEAN, MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM TEMPERATURE (°F)
ON SAMPLING DAYS
DATE MEAN MAXIMUM MINIMUM
May 4, 1993 57.39 65.56 47.03
May 7, 1993 59.24 70.30 45.58
May 20, 1993 50.57 51.67 47.87
June 3, 1993 53.78 63.58 43.43
Tune 18, 1993 64.52 78.10 51.16
July 3, 1993 63.88 68.63 55.50
Tuly 18, 1993 64.19 74.40 51.11
August 2, 1993 72.25 - 81.80 59.67
August 17, 1993 69.29 78.20 64.75
TABLE 10
MEAN, MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM WIND SPEED (mph)
ON SAMPLING DAYS
DATE MEAN MAXIMUM MINIMUM
May 4, 1993 5.45 11.30 <0.75
May 7, 1993 5.04 11.74 <0.75
May 20, 1993 2.59 6.58 <0.75
June 3, 1993 6.18 14.85 <0.75
June 18, 1993 3.24 7.27 <0.75
July 3, 1993 4.10 8.55 1.39
July 18, 1993 5.22 12.16 <0.75
August 2, 1993 2.51 6.07 <0.75
August 17, 1993 3.15 7.51 <0.75




Ambient Air Monitoring
General Electric Company
November §, 1993

Page 27
TABLE 11
AVERAGE BAROMETRIC PRESSURE AND TOTAL PRECIPITATION
ON SAMPLING DAYS
DATE MEAN PRESSURE TOTAL PRECIPITATION
(in Hg) (in)
May 4, 1993 29.33 0
May 7, 1993 29.17 0
May 20, 1993 , 28.66 0.01
June 3, 1993 28.80 0
June 18, 1993 29.09 , 0
July 3, 1993 29.02 0.04
July 18, 1993 28.93 0
August 2, 1993 28.77 0.42
August 17, 1993 28.96 0.23
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5.0  Data Quality

5.1

Ambient Air Monttoring
5.1.1 Data Quality in Terms of the Data Quality Objectives

Prior to the initiation of sampling, a Quality Assurance Project Plan
(QAPP) was developed and submitted to the MA DEP. The QAPP defined the
quality assurance objectives in terms of comparability, completeness,
representativeness, precision and accuracy. The QAPP also fully described the
organization of the project inciuding the assignment of responsibility for specific
quality assurance and quality control procedures to meet the project’s quality
assurance objectives. The QAPP was developed in accordance with the QTS
Guidance Document for the Preparation of Quality Assurance Project Plans, U.S.
EPA, 1984, and the Quality Assurance Handbook for Air Pollution Measurement
Systems, U.S. EPA, 1976, A copy of the Table of Contents from the QAPP is
included in Appendix VII.

5.1.1.1 Validity

A valid sample was defined as an air sample that was collected over
24-hours, +/- 30 minutes, from 7 AM to 7 AM, at a rate of 200 - 280
Imin. Additionally, a valid sample must represent a minimum total
coilected volume of air of 288 cubic meters. Only samples which met the
criteria for validity were used in the calculations for completeness,
precision and accuracy,

5.1.1.2 Representativeness

All samples were collected at the locations and during the time
period approved by MA DEP as being representative for the purpose of
this study.
5.1.1.3 Comparability

All measured PCB concentrations were converted to ug/m® for
comparison with the standard.

5.1.1.4 Completeness

There were 88 possible samples (high- and low-elevation) from the
entire monitoring event (including the co-located sampling sites). Of
these, 85 samples met the criteria for validity as defined in the QAPP.
Completeness, therefore, was measured as 97 percent.
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5.1.1.5 Precision

Field sampling precision was measured by samples taken at the co-
located samplers. The high-elevation co-located sampler was at 191
Newell Street Front. The samplers were 2-4 meters apart. Sampler 2 was
considered the primary sampler and Sampler 2-Co was designated as the
duplicate, co-located sampler. The calibration, sampling and analysis
procedures for the two samplers were the same as for all samplers. The
co-located sampler operated whenever the primary sampler operated.

The low-elevation co-located sampler was located at 191 Newell
Street Rear, The samples were located approximately one meter apart.
Sampler A was designated the primary sampler and Sampler A-Co was
designaicd the co-located sampler. The calibration, sampling and analysis
procedures for the two samplers were the same as for all samplers. The
co-located sampler was operated whenever the primary sampler was
operated,

The average percent difference and standard deviation were
calculated in accordance with procedures defined in the QAPP. The
calculations were made only with data which were considered hits (i.e. not
ND). The calculations are presented in Appendix VIII. Using this
approach, the average percent difference in ambient concentrations
between the high-elevation co-located sampling sites was 25 percent and
the standard deviation was 13 percent. The average percent difference in
ambient concentrations between the low-elevation co-located sampling sites
was 9.4 percent and the standard deviation was 6.9 percent. A control
limit of variation between the samplers was not specified in the QAPP.
It shouid be noted that because there were only eight sampling events, the
number of events actually used after eliminating all NDs for high- and
low-elevation sampling was five and four, respectively. This is not a
statistically significant number of samples; therefore, the standard deviation
calculation may provide little meaning.

5.1.1.6 Accuracy

One-point calibration checks were conducted before and after each
sampling event and were used as a check of flow measurements. The one-
point calibration checks on all samplers were within + 10% deviation of
calculated flow values.
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Quality Assurance/Quality Controi

Calibrations for all sampling equipment were conducted in
accordance with the schedules and procedures specified in the EPA High
Volume Reference Method, Method TO-4, and Method TO-10. Copies
of all calibrations conducted on the high-elevation samplers and their
associated parts (ETMs, timers, etc.) are presented in Appendix IX. Also
presented in Appendix IX are copies of the calibration conducted on the
calibration onfice. The calibration orifice calibration was completed by
BGI Incorporated of Waltham, MA. Calculations to determine the
calibration curve of the calibration orifice are also included.

One-point calibration checks of the calibrated flow rate versus
sampler magnehelic pressure indication were performed on each sampler
before and after each sampling event. The readings were documented and
copies of ali of the one-point calibration checks are located in Appendix
X.

Six-hour recordings of the sampler pressure indicators, adjusted
flowrate, flowmeter readings, temperature readings, and barometric
pressure readings were recorded on the high- and low-elevation sampling
event data sheets. All sampling event data sheets are presented in
Appendix XI.

All high- and low-volume air flow calculations to determine air
flow through the samplers were conducted on air flow calculation sheets,
contained in the sampling event file. Copies of all air flow calculation
sheets are contained in Appendix XII.

All samples were sent to IT Analytical Services under Chain of
Custody/Request for Analysis (COC/RA) by Federal Express. All
COC/RA forms and Federal Express Airbills are presented in Appendix
XIIL.

All maintenance activities and repair work done on the samplers
were recorded in the maintenance log. All entries are presented in
Appendix X1V,

Activities involving the Meteorological Station on East Street were
recorded in a calibration/maintenance log. A copy of this log is found in
Appendix XV. Also included in Appendix XV is a copy of the MA DEP
audit of the meteorotogical station conducted in August 1993.
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All Method Blank check confirmation sheets are presented together
with the analytical data in Appendices IV and V.

5.1.3 Problems and Disruptions

The following problems and disruptions occurred during the sampling
program.

- A power failure occurred at the Silver Lake station on May 4,
1993. Power was restored to the site and both high- and low-
elevation samples were re-taken on May 6 - 7, 1993,

~ The analysis of the high-volume sampling field blank for the May
6-7, 1993, Silver Lake retest, showed that the blank PUF contained
PCB levels above the detection limit. IT Analytical Services
explained that there was an interference peak in all the samples and
the biank, therefore all of the data were blank corrected.

- It was necessary to sample on May 19-20, 1993, in the place of the
scheduled May 18-19, 1993 sampling event, due to a lack of TO-4
PUFs. IT Analytical Services did not have a cleaned supply of
TO-4 PUFs, and therefore it was necessary to identify a laboratory
that had a supply of cleaned TO-4 PUFs. Ross Analytical Services
had a cleaned supply, the PUFs were sent out by Federal Express,
and sampling was begun on the morning of May 19, 1993,

- A power failure occurred on May 20, 1993, at Berkshire

- Community Coilege. For the May 20, 1993, sampling event, there

is no background sample. Power was restored to the site within
24-hours.

- A motor failure in the 191 Newell Street Front high-elevation
sampler on July 18, 1993, invalidated that sample. A sample was
taken from the co-located sampler at that site. The sampler's
motor was replaced within 24-hours and all other samplers' motors
were inspected or replaced to prevent future problems.

- The sampie taken from the 191 Newell Street Rear co-located low-
elevation sampler on July 18, 1993 was invalidated due to a
problem with the sampling system. The sampling system was
corrected and all other sampling systems were inspected to prevent
a similar problem.
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- The East Street meteorological station wind direction indicator was
found to be misaligned on November 5, 1992, and was repaired on
June 11, 1993, Meteorological data from the East Street Area 2
meteorological station were supplemented by weather data from the
F.T. Rose Site meteorological station when East Street data were
not available.

- It is believed that lightning struck the meteorological station on
July 28, 1993. This event placed the meteorological station out of
order between July 29 and August 3, 1993, When the situation
was discovered, the equipment was inspected, repaired, recalibrated
and restored to service. Meteorological data from the East Street
Area 2 meteorological station were supplemented by weather data
from the F.T. Rose Site meteorological station when East Street
data were not available,

All of the problems and disruptions listed above were resolved in an
expedient manner and to the satisfaction of the GE Project Manager. The
problems encountered were not unusual for the type of sampling program
undertaken, and they did not affect the quality of data for the purposes of this
study. These problems were considered while assessing the Quality
Assurance/Quality Control techniques performed to assure valid data. All of the
data quality objectives defined in the QAPP were met.
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Interpretation of Data
6.1  Meteorological Variables

Before completing an evaluation of the implications of the ambient PCB
concentrations in determining potential source areas, an attempt was made to identify
what impact various meteorological parameters had on the ambient concentrations of
PCBs. The meteorological parameters of temperature, wind speed, barometric pressure,
precipitation and wind direction measured at the on-site weather station were compared
with the measured PCB concentrations at all of the sampling sites. To assist in the
interpretation of ambient concentrations and meteorological parameters, several graphs
of measured PCB concentrations against the various meteorological parameters were
developed. Tables 9, 10 and 11 provide data on sampling days for temperature, wind
speed, barometric pressure and precipitation. [n addition, Tables 12, 13, 14 and 15
provide summaries of meteorological data for the days on which the highest and lowest
PCB concentrations occurred at each of the sampling sites. These materials were
developed to assist in identifying any patterns in the ambient concentrations that could be
explained by meteorological variables which were monitored on-site.

A summary of the identified relationships between the 1993 PCB concentrations
and meteorological variables of temperature, wind speed, wind direction, barometric
pressure and precipitation is presented in the following sections. Since previous efforts
at statistical evaluations of meteorological data and ambient concentrations did not prove
to be effective in interpreting ambient PCB data, no statistical analyses were conducted.

6.1.1 Temperature

Appendix XVI includes graphs of ambient PCB concentration versus
temperature for the six high-elevation and three low-elevation sampling locations
for the eight sampling events in the May-August 1993 study. It also includes, for
comparison and completeness, graphs of ambient PCB concentration versus
temperature from the year-long 1991-92 study for the stations involved in that
study. Inspection of these graphs shows that, at the high-elevation stations
{excluding the background site), ambient PCB concentrations begin to increase at
ambient temperatures around 50-60°F. This trend can be seen both in the graphs
for 1993 and in the graphs for 1991-92, particularly at the locations of interest
here (i.e., those at and around Newell Street, near Silver Lake, and at the Lyman
Street site). At temperatures of 50-60°F and higher, temperature appears to be
related to ambient PCB concentrations, although it is not a direct linear
relationship. For the low-elevation monitors, the graphs show that temperature
begins to be associated with ambient PCB concentration at around 63-64°F, and
that at these and higher temperatures there is a strong and more direct relationship
between increasing temperature and increasing PCB concentrations.
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TABLE 12
CONDITIONS AT MAXIMUM CONCENTRATION FOUND DURING HIGH ELEVATION SAMPLING

SITE CONCENTRATION DATE TEMP | WIND SPEED PREDOMINANT
WIND DIRECTION

WEBB 0.0050 6/18/93 64.52 3.24 W/SW
191 NEWELL FRONT 0.0097 7/3193 63.88 4.10 E/SE
191 NEWELL REAR 0.035 8/17/193 69.29 3.15 E

LYMAN 0.011 8/2/93 72 2.51 Calm, N-5, NW, NNW
SH.VER LAKE 0.023 7/3/93 63.9 4.0 E/SE
BCC 0.0035 6/3/93 53.78 6.18
TABLE {3

CONDITIONS AT MINIMUM CONCENTRATION FOUND DURING HIGH ELEVATION SAMPLING

SITE CONCENTRATION  DATE TEMP  WIND SPEED  PREDOMINANT
WIND DIRECTION
WEBB 0.0027 5/20/93 50.57 2.59 SE
191 NEWELL FRONT ND 6/3/93 53.8 6.18 NW
ND 8/2/93 72 2.51 Calm, N-S, NW, NNW
191 NEWELL REAR . ND 5/20/93 50.57 2.59 SE
LYMAN 0.0027 5/20/93 50.57 2.59 SE
SILVER LAKE 0.0027 5/20/93 50.57 2.59 SE
BCC ND 7/3/93 63.88 4.10 b
7/18/93 64.19 5.22 8
Fay
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Review of the tables showing meteorological data on days with maximum
and minimum PCB concentrations reveals information consistent with the
foregoing conclusions. The maximum concentration at each of the low-elevation
monitors occurred on August 2, 1993, coinciding with the date of the highest
recorded average daily temperature (Table 14; see also Table 9). The maximum
concentrations at all of the high-elevation monitors, except BCC, occurred when
the average daily temperature was greater than 63° (Table 12). The maximum
PCB concentrations at the high-elevation monitors, however, did not necessarily
occur on the day with the highest average daily temperature.

The minimum concentrations recorded at each sampling location, excluding
BCC, tended to occur on days with average daily temperatures less than 60°F,
particularly at the high-elevation monitors (Table 13). (One obvious exception
was the ND recorded at 191 Newell Street Front on August 2, 1993 when the
average daily temperature was 72°F.)

Review of these data indicates that average daily temperature appears to
have some impact on ambient PCB concentrations, but it is not clear to what
degree. At the monitored sites, excluding BCC, the overall data demonstrate that
at ambient temperatures below about S0°F, there are unlikely to be measurable
concentrations of ambient PCBs, while at higher temperatures, particularly above
60°F, there is a strong likelthood of obtaining measurable concentrations of PCBs.
Thus, temperatures above about 50-60°F appear to be related to ambient PCB
concentrations, although that relationship is not direct at the high-elevation
iocations. At the low-elevation sampling stations, PCB concentrations appear to
be more sensitive to temperature (above about 63-64°F). Indeed, at these stations,
the warmest days produced the maximum concentrations, whereas the warmest
days did not consistently coincide with the maximum concentrations at the high-
elevation stations.

6.1.2 Wind Speed

To investigate whether ambient PCB concentrations may be linked to wind
speed, the ambient PCB concentrations for the high-elevation and low-elevation
monitors were plotted against the 24-hour average wind speed for each sampling
day. These graphs are presented in Appendix XVII. Again, these graphs include
data both from the May-August 1993 stdy and the year-long 1991-92 study.

An inspection of these graphs reveals no evidence of a relationship between
wind speed and ambient concentrations of PCBs at the high-elevation monitors.
The graphs for the low-elevation monitors, however, are suggestive of an inverse
relationship of PCB concentrations with wind speed (i.e., higher concentrations
associated with lower wind speed). In addition, as shown in Table 5, the highest
ambient PCB concentration at all of the low-elevation monitors occurred on
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August 2, 1993, which was also the date with the lowest wind speed (Table 10) -

- as well as the highest average daily temperature (Table 9) and the greatest daily
precipitation (Table 11},

6.1.3 Wind Direction

To assist in the evaluation of wind direction, wind roses depicting the wind
speed and wind direction during each of the sampling events were created.
Copies of these wind roses are included in Appendix VI. In addition, Tables 12,
13, 14, and 15 were used to examine the meteorological conditions at each site
on the days of the highest and lowest observed concentrations.

In the evaluations of wind direction, it was assumed that the Silver Lake,
Lyman Street and 191 Newell St. Rear samplers are located at or directly above
sources of the airborne PCBs, since those areas are known to contain elevated
PCB concentrations. The evaluation also took into account that the 191 Newell
Street Front and F.W. Webb monitors are located at some distance (potentially
downwind) from the assumed source area at 191 Newell Street Rear.

This evaluation of the data indicated that wind direction alone does not
account for the observed concentrations of ambient PCBs at the sampling
locations. The wind direction varied from day to day, and it was not possible to
establish a consistent relationship between measurable ambient PCB concentrations
and the wind direction. It does appear, however, that wind direction and wind
speed are mechanisms which play a role in the dispersion and dilution of PCBs
from the assumed source areas. This is evidenced in the Newell Street area by
higher concentrations observed close to the potential source area (i.e. the rear of
191 Newell Street) and lower concentrations observed farther away (i.e. 191
Newell Street Front and F.W. Webb).

6.1.4 Barometric Pressure

In reviewing the previous year-long study, MA DEP had suggested that
ambient PCB concentrations may be linked to increasing or decreasing barometric
pressure. To investigate this possibility, the ambient PCB concentrations for the
high-elevation and low-elevation monitors were plotted against the average
barometric pressure for each sampling day. These graphs are presented in
Appendix XVIII. (They include only the 1993 data.) An inspection of these
graphs shows no identifiable pattern or relationship, with the possible exception
of the high-elevation sampling at Silver Lake. There was considerable variation
within stations and between stations. There is thus no evidence, again with the
possible exception of the Silver Lake high-elevation station, to suggest that
barometric pressure impacted ambient concentrations of PCB.
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6.1.5 Precipitation

The precipitation data (Table 11) reveal that a significant amount of
precipitation occurred on two of the eight sampling days (August 2 and August
17, 1993). There were two additional days with minor accumulations (drizzle) of
precipitation (May 20 and July 3, 1993). As shown in Table 5, the two days with
the highest ambient PCB concentrations at all of the low-elevation sampling
locations coincided with the two days of significant precipitation (August 2 and
17, 1993). There is no obvious relationship between precipitation and PCB
concentrations at the high-elevation stations. Overall, the precipitation data are
insufficient to draw any supportable conclusions about the impact of precipitation
on ambient concentrations of PCBs.

6.1.6 Summary

The meteorological parameters of temperature, wind speed and wind
direction appear to have some impact on the variation in ambient PCB
concentrations. The impacts of temperature and wind speed appear to be more
pronounced at the low-elevation stations than the high-elevation stations. The
impact of wind speed and wind direction is evidenced by the dispersion and
dilution of PCBs in the air. It is nevertheless not clear to what degree these
parameters directly affect ambient PCB concentrations. These meteorological
parameters are, by their very nature, variable and characteristically do not operate
independently of one another. It is more likely that these factors along with other
factors, which may include source strength and proximity to the source area(s),
combine in various ways to determine the concentration of ambient PCBs at a
given point on any given day.

Comparison of Data With 1991-1992 Year-Long Study

Three of the high-volume sampling stations from the 1993 sampling program are

directly comparable to three of the sampling stations from the 1991-1992 sampling
program. Table 16 below summarizes and compares the average PCB concentrations
from these stations:



o

Ambient Air Monitoring
General Electric Company
November 8, 1993

Page 39

TABLE 16

COMPARISON BETWEEN 1991-92 AND 1993
SAMPLING PROGRAMS

Average PCB Conc. (ug/m’) | Average PCB Conc.(ug/m’)
May-August, 1991-92° May-August, 1993
BCC <0.0005 0.0015
Lyman Street 0.0029 0.0061
191 Newell Rear 0.015 0.015

Samples collected during months of May, June, July and August in the
1991-1992 year-long study.

It is unclear why the concentration at the background site at BCC is three times
higher in 1993 than in 1991-92. There were several more NDs recorded at BCC in 1991-
92 than there were in 1993. It is also unclear why the concentration at Lyman Street is
twice as high in 1993 as during 1991-1992.

6.3 Implications of Ambient Air Studies in Determining Sources

GE's analyses of PCB isomer distribution (Section 4.2) show that at each of the
sampling stations, the distribution of PCB isomers in the air samples has a consistent
pattern over time. Although the concentrations vary with time, the PCB isomer
composition remains relatively constant at each station. The analyses further show that
PCB isomer distributions on chromatograms from air samples at the Newell Street area
sampling stations (including 191 Newell Front, 191 Newell Rear and F.W. Webb) can
be distinguished from the PCB isomer distributions on chromatograms from air samples
at the Lyman Street and Silver Lake sampling stations. This is demonstrated in Figures
27 C, D and E of Appendix III showing several isomer peaks (e.g. peaks eluted at 7.99,
21.25, 24.35, and 24.49) in the Silver Lake and Lyman Street samples that do not appear
in the samples from the Newell Street area stations. In addition, the peak patterns in the
Lyman Street and Silver Lake samples show a different proportionality than
corresponding peaks in the Newell Street area samples. This phenomenon can be
observed by examining peaks eluted at 22.43 and 22.54 in Figure 27D.

This isomer distribution and peak ratio analysis indicates that the source of
airborne PCBs in the Newell Street area is different from the source(s) of airborne PCBs
at Lyman Street and Silver Lake. Based on this position, the implications of this ambient
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air study in determining source areas for the Newell Street area, Lyman Street and Silver
Lake sampling locations have been evaluated separately.

6.3.1 Newell Street Area
6.3.1.1 High-Volume/Low-Volume Comparison

A comparison of the GE Environmental Laboratory's PUF extract
chromatograms from the 191 Newell Street Rear low-elevation sample
(Figure 9, Appendix III) and high-elevation samples (Figures 8 and 18,
Appendix III) shows a very similar distribution of the major PCB isomer
peaks. This similarity in isomer peak distribution indicates that the source
of PCBs in the low-elevation air sample is the same as the source of PCBs
in the high-elevation air samples.

o

The PCB concentration recorded at the low-elevation sampler was

i consistently greater than the PCB concentration recorded at the high-
elevation sampler. Table 7 shows that the low-elevation concentrations
were 2.8 to 6 times greater than high-elevation concentrations. If the
ground behind 191 Newell Rear were the source of airborne PCBs, one
would expect to see higher PCB concentrations closer to the ground and
lower PCB concentrations at higher elevations, and this is in fact what was
found.

It should be noted, however, that there is some question about the
comparability of the low-elevation and the high-elevation sampling results,
since the samples were collected using different sampling methods (TO-10
for the low-elevation samples versus TO-4 for the high-elevation samples).
The low-volume samplers used at the low-elevation stations pull a total
volume of approximately only 7 m® of air over 24 hours, compared to
approximately 370 m’® of air at the high-volume samplers used at the high-
elevation locations. Moreover, due to the lower volume, the low-volume
samples have a PCB detection limit of 0.029 ug/m’®, which is substantially
higher than the detection limit of 0.0005 ug/m’ for the high-volume
samples. In these circumstances, any PCBs detected by the low-volume
sampler would be quantified at a relatively elevated concentration. Further
sampling is proposed in Section 8 to evaluate the comparability between
high-volume and low-volume methods. Until that sampling is completed,
any comparisons between the high-elevation and low-elevation sampling
data should be viewed with considerable caution.
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6.3.1.2 Variations Between High-Volume Sampling Locations

GE's analyses of the chromatograms have shown that the peak
ratios and isomer distributions in PUF extracts from 191 Newell Street
Rear (Figures 8 and 18, Appendix III), 191 Newell Street Front (Figures
10, 11 and 19, Appendix III) and F. W. Webb (Figures -7, Appendix III)
are all very similar, suggesting that the same source(s) are influencing the
Newell Street area monitors. As noted in section 6.3.1.1, above, this
pattern is also evident in the chromatogram from the low-elevation samples
in the rear of 191 Newell Street.

The PCB concentrations recorded at 191 Newell Street Front and
F.W. Webb averaged less that the concentrations recorded at 191 Newell
Rear, which is assumed to be directly over the assumed source area. The
PCB concentrations at 191 Newell Street Front and F.W. Webb are
approximately one-third of the PCB concentrations at 191 Newell Street
Rear.  This seems logical because if the source of airborne PCBs is
assumed to be the ground area behind 191 Newell Street, one would
expect to see lower PCB concentrations at monitors farther away from the
source due to the effects of dispersion and dilution.

6.3.1.3 Wind Directional Data

The wind roses in Appendix VI, the PCB site concentration data in
Table 4 and the predominant wind direction recorded on days with the
maximum and minimum PCB concentrations (Tables 12-15) were used to
evaluate whether the Newell Street rear area might be a source of ambient
PCBs for the Newell St. area sites. On some days, as on June 18, 1993,
when the highest ambient concentration of PCBs was recorded at the F.W.
Webb station, the wind direction (W/SW on that date) seemed to suggest
that the ambient PCBs found at F.W. Webb may be coming from the
assumed source area (i.e. 191 Newell Street Rear). However, this wind
direction association could not be consistently applied.

6.3.1.4 Comparison of Soil Chromatograms with Ambient Air
' Chromatograms

A comparison has been made between the PUF extract
chromatograms from the Newell Street area (Appendix III, Figures 8-11,
18-19) and the chromatograms from the soil samples from 191 Newell
Street Rear (Appendix III, Figures 46-48). None of the PUF extract
chromatograms shows a PCB isomer distribution directly comparable to
the isomer distribution in the soil sample chromatograms. However, as
discussed in Section 4.2, the differences are consistent with, and may be
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explained by, the expectation that if the PCBs volatilized from the soil, the
isomer distribution in the PUF extracts would show a greater proportion
of the more volatile isomers that have a shorter retention time.

6.3.1.5 Overall Interpretation

Review of all the data, particularly the comparison of ambient PCB
concentrations among the various monitors in the Newell Street area and
the comparison of air extract chromatograms among those monitors,
indicates that the ground surface in the rear of 191 Newell Street is a
principal source of PCBs in the ambient air of the surrounding area.
Emission rates from this assumed source cannot be determined with any
precision, although it is clear that they are higher in warm periods than in
cold periods. Moreover, the data indicate that there is rapid dispersion of
PCB concentrations with elevation above the assumed source area, and that
= ambient PCB concentrations further decrease rapidly with distance from
the source.

e —_—"

6.3.2 Lyman Street Area
6.3.2.1 High-Volume/Low-Volume Comparison

Because of the small quantities of PCBs in the Lyman Street low-
elevation samples, GE Environmental Laboratory was unable to make a
direct comparison of PUF extract chromatograms from the Lyman Street
low-elevation monitor (Appendix III, Figure 13) and high-elevation
monitor (Appendix III, Figures 12, 14 and 20). A few of the major
isomer peaks are evident in the low-elevation chromatogram, but they are
not sufficient to draw any conclusions regarding similarity with the high-
elevation chromatogram peaks.

The PCB concentrations recorded at the Lyman Street low-elevation
sampler were consistently greater than the PCB concentration recorded at
the high-elevation sampler. Table 7 shows that the low-elevation
concentrations were 9.2 to 26 times greater than high-elevation
concentrations. If the Lyman Street river bank were the source of
airborne PCBs, one would expect to see higher PCB concentrations closer
to the ground and lower PCB concentrations farther away. Again,
however, given the questions about the comparability of the sampling
methods used in the high-elevation and low-elevation sampling (as
discussed in Section 6.3.1.1), any comparisons between these data sets
should be viewed with caution.
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6.3.2.2 Wind Directional Data

The wind roses and wind directional data provide no real assistance
in identifying the Lyman Street river bank or any other potential area as
the source of airborne PCBs at Lyman Street. For example, on August 2,
1993 and July 3, 1993, the two days with the highest recorded PCB
concentrations at Lyman Street, the predominant wind direction was from
the N/NW and E/SE, respectively.

6.3.2.3 Comparison of Qil and Filter Cake Chromatograms with
- Ambient Air Chromatograms

A comparison has been made between the PUF extract
chromatograms from the Lyman Street site (Appendix III, Figures 12-15
e & 20) and the chromatograms from the oil and filter cake samples taken
from this site (Appendix III, Figures 39-41 & 44). Again, the PCB isomer
distribution in the PUF extract chromatograms is not comparable to that
in the oil and filter cake chromatograms, although the differences may be

explained by the volatilization of shorter retention time isomers.

6.3.2.4 Overall Interpretation

The chromatograms of the high-volume samples at Lyman Street
were consistent over time. However, unlike the Newell Street area, the
quantity of PCBs in the low-volume sample was insufficient to characterize
the low-volume and high-volume samples as similar. Therefore it was not
possible to identify the river bank as the source area for ambient PCBs
recorded at the high-volume monitor. In general, there are insufficient

data to identify the source of ambient PCBs at Lyman Street.

6.3.3 Silver Lake Area
6.3.3.1 High-Volume/Low-Volume Comparison

A comparison of the GE Environmental Laboratory's PUF extract
chromatograms from the Silver Lake low-elevation samples (Appendix III,
Figures 17, 24 and 25) and high-elevation samples (Appendix III, Figures
16 and 23) shows a very similar distribution of the major PCB isomer
peaks. This similarity in isomer peaks distribution indicates that the
source of PCBs in the low-elevation air sample is the same as the source
of PCBs in the high-elevation air samples.
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The PCB concentrations recorded at the low-elevation monitor ar
Silver Lake were consistently greater than the PCB concentrations
recorded at the high-elevation monitor. Table 7 shows that the low-
elevation PCB concentrations varied from 5.2 to 87.5 times greater than
high-elevation PCB concentrations. This wide variability between the
high-volume and low-volume sampling results did not occur at the other
sites. It is also noticeable that, unlike the Newell Street Rear and Lyman
Street sites, the highest PCB concentrations at the Silver Lake low-
elevation monitor did not correspond with the days when the highest PCB
concentrations occurred at the Silver Lake high-elevation monitor.

The high PCB concentrations at the low-elevation monitor suggest
that Silver Lake is a source of ambient PCBs. The results also illustrate
that significantly higher concentrations are observed at low elevations than
at higher elevations at breathing height. However, no firm conclusions
can be reached regarding the magnitude of the low-elevation PCB
concentrations or the extent of differences between them and high-elevation
concentrations until the questions regarding the comparability of the high-
volume and low-volume sampling methods are resolved (See Section 8).

6.3.3.2 Variations Between High-Volume Sampling Locations

A comparison between PCB levels found at Building 328
(approximately 400 feet east of Silver Lake) during the summer of 1991-92
and the concentrations found at the eastern edge of Silver Lake in 1993
show consistently higher ambient PCB concentrations at the Silver Lake
shore. This comparison shows that the PCB levels at Building 32S are
roughly one-half those found at the edge of Silver Lake. This comparison
is analogous to the comparison of the 191 Newell Street Rear sampling
location with 191 Newell Street Front and F.W. Webb. In each case, the
data illustrate that PCBs diminish rapidly with distance from the potential
source area.

6.3.3.3 Wind Directional Data

As with the other sites, wind direction was not especially helpful
in identifying the source areas of PCBs. On some days, the wind direction
from the west seemed to provide an explanation for the PCB
concentrations observed, but there was no evident consistent pattern or
relationship.
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6.3.3.4 Comparison of Sediment Chromatograms with Ambient Air
Chromatograms

A comparison has been made between the PUF extract
chromatograms from the Silver Lake site (Appendix III, Figures 16-17,
23-25) and the chromatogram of a sediment sample from Silver Lake
(Appendix III, Figure 45). Once again, the PCB isomer distribution in the
PUF extract chromatograms is not comparable to that in the sediment
sample chromatogram. Again, too, the differences involve a greater
proportion of shorter retention time isomers in the PUF extract
chromatograms, which is consistent with the theoretical PCB isomer
distribution that would be expected assuming the volatilization of PCBs
from the sediments.

6.3.3.5 Overall Interpretation

Review of all the data, particularly the ambient monitoring data
from Silver Lake and Building 32S and comparisons of the low-volume
and high-volume sample chromatograms from Silver Lake, indicates that
Silver Lake is a principal source of PCBs in the ambient air in this area.
Emission rates cannot be determined, although they appear to be higher in
warmer months. Significantly, PCB concentrations appear to decrease
rapidly with elevation above the lake surface and to decrease rapidly
further with distance from the lake.
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7.0 Evaluation of Potential Risk

GE requested ChemRisk of Portland, Maine, to evaluate the potential health risks
associated with the inhalation of airborne PCBs, based on the PCB monitoring data collected in
1991-92 and in May-August 1993. This evaluation focused principally on the area around the
Newell Street site, since the monitoring data show the highest ambient PCB concentrations at that
site. However, since there is no potential for continuous 24-hour exposures at that site itself, the
assessment was directed to the residential properties adjacent to the site and to the nearby
Hibbard School. A comparative evaluation was also made of the potential risks to residents
living near Silver Lake. In addition, alternative assessments were made for all these areas using
an approach recommended by MA DEP's Office of Research and Standards. ChemRisk's
evaluation is presented in Appendix XIX.

7.1  Estimated Average PCB Concentrations for Newell Street Area

For analysis of potential exposures and risks to the residents on Newell Street,
ChemRisk and Zorex jointly determined that the most representative, but still
conservative, data are the data from 191 Newell Street Front and F.W. Webb, since those
locations are closer to the receptor areas of interest than 191 Newell Street Rear.
Similarly, it was determined that the most representative data for the analysis of potential
exposures and risks for the Hibbard School students are the data from F.W. Webb due
to the proximity of that sampling station to the school. Monitoring data are available for
the 191 Newell Street Front and F.W. Webb stations for May-August 1993. For some
of the shorter-term exposure analyses, these data could be used directly. For the chronic
exposure analyses, however, it was necessary to estimate annual or other long-term
average concentrations for those two stations. These estimates were made by the
application of calculated ratios to the year-long 1991-92 monitoring data from 191 Newell
Street Rear, as discussed below.

For the various averaging periods specified by ChemRisk, Zorex calculated the
appropriate average PCB concentrations. A description of the calculations and the
resulting averages is provided below, while a copy of the underlying calculations is
presented in Appendix XX. Note that these calculations are based on the data from the
Method 608 analyses, rather than the high-resolution analyses, because the former
constitute a more complete data set. Thus, the risk assessment is overly conservative
because the Method 608 analyses generally produce higher PCB concentrations than the
high-resolution analyses which generate more accurate values for actual ambient PCB
levels. See Section 4.1.2 above.
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Ratios. For several of the estimates, it was necessary to calculate a ratio of the
concentrations at 191 Newell Street Front or F.W. Webb to those at 191 Newell
Street Rear. For the calculation for 191 Newell Street Front, the average
concentration for this station from all 1993 sampling events (0.0041 ug/m’) was
divided by the average concentration for 191 Newell Street Rear from the same
sampling events (0.015 ug/m’). Similarly, for F.W. Webb, the average
concentration for this station for the 1993 events (0.0053 ug/m®) was divided by
the 191 Newell Street Rear average for these events (0.015 ug/m®). The resulting
ratios are:

191 Newell St. Front F.W. Webb n
0.27 0.35 “

Annual Averages. To estimate the annual average PCB concentrations for 191
Newell Street Front and F.W. Webb, the foregoing ratios were applied to the
annual average concentration at 191 Newell Street Rear in 1991-92 (0.0062
ug/m’). The results are (in ug/m?):

191 Newell St. Front F.W. Webb
0.0017 0.0022

The combined average for these two stations is 0.0020 ug/m’.

September-June Average at F.W. Webb. To estimate the average concentration
for F.W. Webb for the school year, all concentrations detected at 191 Newell
Street Rear in the 1991-92 study were multiplied by the foregoing ratio for F.W.
Webb (to simulate a full year of data at F.W. Webb), and the average of the
calculated values from September through June was then determined. That average
was 0.0018 ug/m’.

Confirmatory Comparison. To evaluate the accuracy of this approach of applying
1993 ratios to the 1991-92 Newell Street Rear data and thus to judge the accuracy
of the simulated data sets based on application of the ratios, average
concentrations were calculated for May-August from the simulated data sets for
191 Newell Street Front and F.W. Webb; and these calculated concentrations
were then compared with the average of the actual concentrations measured at 191
Newell Street Front and F.W. Webb in May-August 1993. These comparisons
show good agreement between the calculated and the actual data:
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Average of 191 Newell St. F.W. Webb
Front
Calc. Data (May-Aug) 0.0038 0.0050
Actual Data (May-Aug) 0.0041 0.0053

June-August Averages. To calculate averages for the summer months, the actual
measured data for the sampling events in June through August 1993 were
averaged. These averages were (in ug/m’):

“ 191 Newell St. Front F.W. Webb
ﬂ 0.0058 0.0061

The combined average for these two stations is 0.0060 ug/m’.

April-June Average for F.W. Webb. To estimate the highest average
concentration at F.W. Webb for any consecutive three-month period during the
school year, the calculated data for April, May, and June from the simulated data
set for F.W. Webb were averaged. That average was 0.0039 ug/m’.

Maximum 24-Hour Concentrations. To determine the maximum estimated 24-
hour concentrations for 191 Newell Street Front and F.W. Webb, the foregoing
ratios were applied to the maximum 24-hour concentration measured at 191
Newell Street Rear in 1991-92 (0.030 ug/m?®). These estimates were then
compared to the highest 24-hour concentrations actually monitored at 191 Newell
Street Front and F.W. Webb in 1993. The results are (in ug/m’):

191 Newell St. F.W. Webb
Front
Max Calc. 0.0081 0.011
Max Actual 0.0097 0.0090

Risk Evaluation

Using the foregoing airborne PCB concentrations as appropriate, ChemRisk has

completed an evaluation of the carcinogenic, chronic noncarcinogenic, and subchronic
noncarcinogenic risks for the residents living on Newell Street and for the students at the
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Hibbard School. This evaluation, which uses standard MA DEP exposure assumptions
and toxicity values, is provided in Appendix XIX. It dermonstrates that the PCBs in the
ambient air do not present any imminent hazard or significant risk to the target population
groups evaluated. ChemRisk's assessment also includes a comparative risk evaluation for
residents living near Silver Lake. This evaluation likewise indicates that the airborne
PCBs pose no imminent hazard or significant risk to those residents. Alternative analyses
following an approach recommended by MA DEP's Office of Research and Standards
confirm the lack of such risks for the areas near Newell Street and Silver lake.

ChemRisk thus concludes that there is no risk-based justification for further short-
term measures or immediate response actions to address the ambient PCB concentrations
at the Newell Street site and Silver Lake.
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8.0  Evaluation of Need for Further Sampling

This section provides an evaluation of ihe need to conduct further ambient air sampling
at sites at or near the GE facility. In addition, to the extent that further sampling appears to be
warranted, a proposal is presented for such additional sampling.

There does not appear to be any need for additional high-volume air sampling. For the
spring/summer months, the results from the May-August monitoring in 1993 support and confirm
the general characteristics of ambient PCB concentrations resulting from the 1991-92 data. For
the winter, additional sampling is not likely to provide useful information, since the ambient PCB
concentrations are much lower, with most levels below the detection limit. Further, given the
evaluation presented in Section 6.3, it seems unlikely that additional high-volume sampling would
provide further useful information about the sources of the PCBs detected in the ambient air at
the various sites.

Additional air sampling is needed, however, to evaluate the validity of the low volume
sampling method. As discussed above, the reported PCB concentrations from the low-volume
low-elevation samples are much higher than any of the concentrations found at the high-volume
high-elevation stations. This leads to some question about the comparability of the two sampling
methods. The low-volume samplers pull a total of only 7 m’ of air over a 24-hour period,
compared to 370 m® for a high-volume sampler. Moreover, due to the lower volume, the low-
volume samples have a much higher detection limit, at 0.029 ug/m?, than the 0.0005 ug/m’
detection limit for the high-volume samples. In these circumstances, any PCBs detected by the
low-volume sampler will be quantified at a relatively elevated concentration level. The data
collected to date do not allow for a direct comparison of the two methods, since the data do not
include any high-volume and low-volume results from the same elevation or any low-volume
results from a high elevation or from an area with no known ground-level source of PCBs.
Hence, questions about the validity of the low-volume sampling method and its comparability
with the high-volume method remain open and need to be resolved before any firm conclusions
can be drawn from comparisons of the high-volume and low-volume data sets.

To evaluate the accuracy and consistency of the low volume sampling method, it is
proposed to co-locate two low-volume sampling systems, one at high elevation and one at low
elevation, at the Silver Lake sampling location. A high-volume sample would also be collected
concurrently from the existing high-volume monitor at this location for comparative purposes.
[t is proposed to collect at least three rounds of samples from these monitors for PCB analysis.
Such sampling would best be conducted during the summer months, when ambient PCB
concentrations are expected to be the highest. Comparisons among these results should provide
important information regarding whether the existing low-volume sampling results reflect truly
elevated PCB concentrations or have been inflated through some artifact of the low-volume
method.
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9.0  Evaluation of Appropriateness of Air Dispersion Modeling

A review of the existing ambient air monitoring data and the potential benefits of
performing an ambient air dispersion modeling procedure to further characterize downwind
concentrations of airborne PCBs indicates that it would be inappropriate and unnecessary to carry
out such dispersion modeling. There are a number of reasons for this conclusion.

First, the dimensions of and emission rates from specific source areas have not been, and
are not likely to be, accurately defined. Hence, the completion of a dispersion modeling exercise
would be subject to significant supposition and a great deal of uncertainty.

Furthermore, a principal purpose of performing a dispersion modeling procedure would
be to generate an estimate of the "worst case” ambient PCB concentration resulting from
emissions fruin one or several source areas. However, given the lack of data on emission rates,
the most appropriate way to calculate emission rates (maximum or average) from source areas,
if they were defined, would be simply to back-calculate those rates from the monitored data. In
these circumstances, since dispersion models for ground-level sources assume that concentrations
decrease with increasing distance from the source, the modeled concentrations would likely not
be more "worse case” than the concentrations monitored at the sites with the highest
concentrations (i.e., 191 Newell Street Rear and Silver Lake). Rather, the model would likely
predict ambient concentrations further downwind at levels lower than those monitored.

Finally, the existing monitoring data can themselves be used to make conservative
estimates of the ambient PCB concentrations to which downwind receptors of interest could be
exposed. An evaluation using those data already shows no significant risk to populations of
concern, as demonstrated in ChemRisk's analysis in Appendix XIX.
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MEMORANDUM
To: Grant Bowman; Jeff Ruebesam
From: Mark Maciao 111 V)

Date: November 4, 1993
Subject: PCB Inhalation Risk Issues at Newell Street and Silver Lake Sites

cc Ellen Ebert

INTRODUCTION

At your request, ChemRisk has conducted an evaluation of potential health risks that could result
from the inhalation of PCBs in ambient air in certain areas around the GE facility in Pittsfield,
Massachusetts. This evaluation is based on the results of PCB air monitoring conducted by Zorex
Environmental Engineers (Zorex) from August 1991 through August 1992 and again in May-
August 1993, as well as certain estimates of ambient PCB concentrations derived from those
results (Zorex, 1992, 1993). The purpose of this evaluation is to determine whether levels of
PCBs in the ambient air in these areas present an "imminent health hazard" under criteria
established by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), and thus
whether they warrant the implementation of Short-Term Measures (STMs), now known as
Immediate Response Actions (IRAs) under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP).

The main risk assessment presented herein focuses on the area around the Newell Street site,
because the monitoring conducted by Zorex consistently shows the highest ambient PCB
concentrations at that site. DEP has recognized this. In a memorandum of March 5, 1993, DEP
expressed concern that PCB levels in the air on certain days at the Newell Street site were
sufficiently high that if one were to breathe those levels for 24 hours, there might be a potential for
adverse health effects (Manganaro and Hutcheson, 1993). DEP also acknowledged, however, that
this type of exposure would not occur at the Newell Street site itself (Manganaro and Hutcheson,
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1993). It is our understanding that, in verbal discussions with GE, DEP eapressed concern about
off-site exposures at the residential properties adjacent to the Newell Street site and at the nearby
Hibbard School. Hence, the present analysis evaluates potential inhalation risks for the residents
living in the vicinity of the Newell Street site and for the teenage children attending the Hibbard
School.

For these populations, ChemRisk has conducted a screening-type evaluation of carcinogenic,
chronic noncarcinogenic, and subchronic noncarcinogenic risks, using standard DEP exposure
assumptions and the toxicity values prescribed by DEP for PCBs. Although ChemRisk believes
that some of the exposure assumptions used could be modified based on site-specific data and that
the DEP toxicity values are not scientifically justified, it has nevertheless used those assumptions
and values in this analysis in order to provide a highly conservative screening-level assessment
which should be acceptable to DEP without detailed discussion.

In addition, as an even more conservative (and unrealistic) "worst-case” analysis, ChemRisk has
evaluated the potential risks to residents from a single-day exposure using the highest concentration
measured in the front of the Newell Street site and the most conservative receptor (a small child).

An evaluation of the potential risks associated with the inhalation of PCBs by residents living
adjacent to Silver Lake is also provided. This evaluation is based on a comparison of the estimated
PCB concentrations to which such residents might be exposed with the estimated concentrations
for areas in the front of the Newell Street site, and an assessment of potential risks for residents
near Silver Lake relative to the risks calculated for residents on Newell Street.

Finally, as an alternative risk evaluation method, ChemRisk has followed the approach
recommended by DEP's Office of Research and Standards (ORS) in a memorandum of August 24,
1993 (Hutcheson, 1993). This approach (which is also overly conservative) involves comparison
of daily PCB levels with DEP's Threshold Effects Limit (TEL) for PCBs, using a hazard index of
5 to 50. This comparison has been made for measured and estimated ambient PCB concentrations
in the front of the Newell Street site, considered as conservatively representing exposure point
concentrations for the nearby residents and Hibbard School students. A similar comparison has
also been made for estimated ambient PCB concentrations in the residential area near Silver Lake.
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RISK ANALYSIS FOR AREA AROUND NEWELL STREET

To analyze potential exposures and risks for the residents living near the Newell Street site and the
students at Hibbard School, it is necessary to determine the ambient PCB concentrations to which
such populations would be expected to be exposed. Although PCB air monitoring data were
obtained for a full year (1991-92) from a monitoring station located in the rear of 191 Newell
Street, those data are not representative of levels that would be expected to occur at the residential
properties or at Hibbard School. Rather, data from the front of 191 Newell Street and from the
front of the F.W. Webb property are more representative of expected levels at the residential
properties and at the school, due to the closer proximiiy of these monitoring stations to the receptor
areas of interest. However, data are available from these monitoring stations only for the months
of May-August 1993, which are known to be among the months with the highest PCB
concentrations. Hence, for the analysis of chronic exposures, it was necessary to estimate annual
or other long-term average ambient PCB concentrations for the front of 191 Newell Street and the
F.W. Webb property. Zorex has made such estimates by first calculating the ratio of the average
concentration measured at each of those locations in 1993 to the average concentration measured at
the rear of 191 Newell Street for the same time period, and then applying those ratios to the
pertinent 1991-92 data from the rear of 191 Newell Street. These calculations and results are
presented in detail in Section 7.1 of the Zorex (1993) report. The specific data used and the
rationales for their use in each exposure scenario are presented in the appropriate sections below.

It should also be noted that the PCB monitoring data used in this analysis, either directly or as the
basis for estimated concentrations, are the analytical results from the high-volume samples,
analyzed for PCBs by Method 608. Although the results of the high-resolution GC/MS analyses
would be expected to be more accurate, those results are less complete than the Method 608
results. Hence, the latter have been used in this analysis, which is conservative since these results
are almost always higher than the high-resolution analytical resuits.

Finally, it was assumed that all inhalation exposures to PCBs occur in the vapor phase. This
assumption is consistent with the data presented by Zorex (1992) indicating that almost all the
PCBs detected in the ambient air in this area were in the vapor phase. This assumption is
conservative because vapors are assumed to be 100% inhaled and 100% bioavailable, whereas for
particulates lesser percentages may be justified to model these parameters.



ﬁ

ChemRisk® - A Division of McLaren/Hart
November 4, 1993
Page 4

Evaluation of Exposures to Residents on Newell Street

For the residential population living across Newell Street from the Newell Street site, chronic
carcinogenic, chronic noncarcinogenic, and subchronic noncarcinogenic risks have been estimated
(Tables la, 1b, and Ic). For chronic exposures, it was assumed that an individual could be exposed
for a total of 30 years, age 0 to <30, during a lifetime. To model exposures, this 30-year period
was divided into three periods during which behavior patterns would be expected to differ. These
periods were preschool years (age 0 to <6), school years (age 6 < 18), and adult years (age 18

< 30). To evaluate subchronic hazard, exposure of a 2-year old child was modeled. Selection of
this age group was based on the high air intake rate reported for this age group in Table 10 of

DEP’s Summary of Interim Procedures and Assumptions Used in Relating Soil Contaminant

Levels and Risk to Human Health (DEP, 1993).
1. Average Air Concentration

For the chronic cancer and noncancer residential analyses, an estimated average annual
concentration of 0.002 j1g/m3 was used, representing an annual average combined concentration
for the front of the F.W.. Webb and 191 Newell Street properties. To derive this estimate, Zorex
(1993) calculated an annual average concentration for each of the stations in the front of the Newell
Street site (the front of 191 Newell Street and the F.W. Webb property) by: (a) calculating the
ratio of the average concentration monitored at each of those properties in 1993 to the average
concentration monitored during the same time period at the rear of 191 Newell Street; and (b)
applying those ratios to the annual average of the 1991-92 monitoring data collected at the rear of
191 Newell Street (refer to Section 7.1 of Zorex (1993) report). The estimated annual average
PCB concentrations for these two stations (0.0017 jg/m3 for the front of 191 Newell Street and
0.0022 pg/m3 for F.W. Webb) were then averaged together to producé the estimated exposure
point concentration of 0.002 jtg/m3.

To evaluate subchronic exposure, an ambient air concentration of 0.006 {1g/m3 was used. This
concentration was calculated by determining, for each of the stations in the front of Newell Street,
the average of the actual measured concentrations for the period of June through August 1993, and
then combining those averages (see Section 7.1 of Zorex (1993) report). This average
concentration should thus represent a worst-case scenario corresponding to a single, consecutive
90-day summer exposure period.
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2. Ventilation Rates

The adult ventilation rate selected was based on EPA’s (1989) recommended value of 20 m3/day,
divided by 24 hours to derive an hourly rate of to 0.83 m3/hour. EPA (1989) does not provide
detailed ventilation data for all age groups. Thus, to derive an estimated hourly ventilation rate for
the 0 to 6 year-old child, ChemRisk calculated a weighted average based on minute ventilation rates

for each year for resting and light activity as provided in Table 2 of DEP’s Interim Procedures
document (DEP, 1993). As recommended by DEP (1993), it was assumed that 8 of the hours
spent were engaged in resting activity and thai the remainder of the exposure period was spent
engaged in light activity. The resulting weighted inhalation value for this age group was 0.32

m3/hour.

For 6 to 18 year old, a similar approach was used. A weighted average of 0.6 m3/hr was derived
based on DEP’s (1993) recommended minute ventilation rates for each year of age, assuming that
eight hours of the day were spent resting and that the remainder of the exposure period was spent
in light activity.

To evaluate subchronic exposures, a ventilation rate for a 2-year-old child, 0.27 m3/hour, was
used. This estimate is based on DEP’s (1993) recommended minute ventilation rates for children
aged 2<3, assuming 8 hours of resting activity and 16 hours of light activity.

3. Vapor Penetration Factor

It was assumed that indoor PCB air levels were equivalent to outdoor levels. This is a
conservative assumption because walls, windows, and doors are likely to provide a partial barrier
to the infiltration of off-site fugitive PCB vapors.

4. Exposure Time

In estimating exposure times for each potentially exposed resident, ChemRisk conservatively
assumed that adults and O to 6 year-old children are at home 24 hours per day. For 6 to 18 year-
old children, it was conservatively assumed that 16 hours are spent at home during the school year
(180 days), and that 24 hours per day are spent at home during non-school days. This resulted in
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a time-weighted average of 20 hours per day. For the subchronic evaluation, an exposure time of
24 hours per day was assumed.

5. Exposure Frequency

For chronic exposures, all exposure groups were assumed to reside at home 350 days per year,
assuming that a total of 2 weeks per year are spent-away from home on vacation. For subchronic
childhood exposures, an exposure frequency of 90 days over the summer months was assumed.

6. Exposure Duration

Chronic exposure durations for each age group correspond to the total number of years within each
age group. The 30-year cumulative exposure duration corresponds to the EPA’s (1989) upper
90th percentile for tenure in a single residential location and is therefore a very conservative
measure. The exposure duration for the subchronic evaluation is equivalent to 1 because the period-
evaluated is a single 90-day event.

7. Body Weights

In this screening-level assessment, body weights correspond to an average of the median values
for males and females. Because ventilation rates do not vary appreciably by gender, average
male/female body weights were deemed appropriate for this assessment. For the 0to 6 and 6 to 18
year-old age groups, body weights of 14 kg and 42 kg, respectively, were utilized. A body weight
of 68 kg was used for adults. These correspond to the average of EPA’s (1989) age-specific
median body weights for males and females. Finally, a body weight of 13 kg was assumed for the
2-year-old child (EPA, 1989). '

8. Averaging Time

An averaging time of 27,375 days was assumed for the carcinogenic residential evaluation, based
on 365 days per year times a lifetime of 75 years. In the evaluation of chronic noncarcinogenic
risks, averaging periods were determined for each group by multiplying the age group-specific
exposure duration times 365 days per year. Lastly, the averaging period for the subchronic
residential evaluations is equivalent to the exposure frequency (90 days).
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9. Cancer Slope Factor

For the purposes of this screening-level assessment, ChemRisk has relied on the EPA cancer slope
factor (CSF) of 7.7 (mg/kg-day)-! for PCBs, which is based on the female rat bioassay in a study
by Norback and Weltman (1985} of Aroclor 1260. However, we believe that this value is no
longer scientifically justified. A recent independent analysis of the rat liver slides from Norback
and Weltman (1985) and from other studies on the carcinogenic potency of various PCB mixtures
indicates that the tumor incidence in the studies of PCBs with 60% chlorination was less than
previously reported and that lesser chlorinated PCB mixtures were not shown to be carcinogenic at
all (JEHR, 1991). For Aroclor 1260, use of the resuits of this reanalysis, together with a revised
cross-species scaling approach proposed jointly by the EPA, the Food and Drug Administration,
and the Consumer Products Safety Commission in 1992, results in a revised CSF of 3.3 (mg/kg-
day)-! if only the Norback and Weltman (1985) female rat bioassay data are considered, and a
revised CSF of 1.2 (mg/kg-day)-! if one considers the results of all relevant bioassays of 60%
chlorinated PCBs (ChemRisk, 1993a). The CSF for Aroclor 1254, if it is considered carcinogenic
at all, would be even lower. Thus, the use of EPA's CSF of 7.7 (mg/kg-day)-! for the PCBs
detected in the air around the Pittsfield facility, which were quantified principally as Aroclor 1254,

is substantially overconservative.
10.  Noncarcinogenic Acceptable Dose

DEP has adopted a value of 0.02 ug/kg-day as a chronic allowable daily intake (ADI) for Aroclor
1254 and other mixtures of highly chlorinated PCBs (Harnois, 1993a). This ADI is based on
immunological effects observed in rhesus monkeys that were exposed to Aroclor 1254 at doses
ranging from 5 pg/kg-day to 80 pg/kg-day (Tryphonas et al,, 1989; 1991a,b). To derive this ADI,
the LOAEL of § pg/kg-day was adjusted by uncertainty factors of 10 for use of a LOAEL, 3.16 for
extrapolation from monkeys to humans, and 10 to compensate for variation in human sensitivity.
In additon to the ADI, DEP has adopied a “acceptable” dose for PCBs which is considered the
dose at which adverse effects are expected with a high degree of confidence (Harnois, 1993b).
This acceptable dose of 0.2 pg/kg-day is based on the LOAEL in the same study used to derive the
ADI, adjusted by the uncertainty factors for human sensitivity and for extrapolation from monkeys
to humans. DEP recommends the use of this acceptable dose based on an adjusted LOAEL when
evaluating the potentai for imminent hazards (Harnois, 1993b).
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For the purposes of this screening-level assessment, ChemRisk has used DEP’s acceptable dose of
0.2 pg/kg-day to evaluate noncarcinogenic effects of PCBs. We believe, however, that this value
is not scientifically justified. ChemRisk has conducted a thorough analysis of the Tryphonas et al.
studies and has found no evidence that the immunological health of the primates was impaired by
chronic exposure to PCBs at the doses tested (ChemRisk, 1993a,b). Based on this analysis,
ChemRisk has concluded that the results of the Tryphonas et al. studies do not form an appropriate
foundation for estabiishing a toxicity dose-response value for Aroclor 1254 or other PCB
mixtures. Several leading immunologists have reached similar conclusions (Dosch, 1993; Letvin,
1963, Whitaker, 1993).

Evaluag to Hi n

Potential chronic and subchronic hazards to Hibbard School students (teenagers) resulting from
exposures to PCBs in air were also evaluated (Tables 2a, 2b, and 2c). For this scenario, the .
assumption for the vapor penetration factor and the toxicity values are identical to those used in the
residential scenario. Other parameters are discussed below.

1. Alr Concentration

Because the air monitor at the F.W. Webb property is closest to the school, air data from this
location exclusively were used in estimating exposures for the students. For the chronic exposure
analyses, the concentration used is the estimated average PCB concentration for the school year
(September through June) at the F.W. Webb property. This concentration was calculated by
Zorex to be 0.0018 pg/m3, based on applying the previously calculated ratio for F.W.
Webb/Newell Street rear to the 1991-92 data set from the rear of 191 Newell Street (to simulate a
full year of data at F.W. Webb), and then determining the average of the calculated values for
September through June {see Section 7.1 of Zorex (1993) report).

For the evaluation of sebchronic exposure, a 90-day average PCB air concentration of 0.0039
pg/m3 was used. This concentration was calculated by Zorex to represent the highest average
concentration for any consecutive 90-day peried during the September through June school year.
It was derived by determining the average of the caleulated concentrations for April through June in
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the simulated annual data set that had been calculated for F.-W. Webb througn application of the
F.W. Webb/Newell Street rear ratio (refer to Section 7.1 of Zorex (1993) report).

2. Ventlation Rate

The assumed ventilation rate was 0.82 m3/hr. This is based on an average of DEP’s recommended
minute ventilation rates for 15, 16, 17, and 18 year-old children (DEP, 1993).

3. Exposure Frequency and Duration

An exposure time of 7 hours/day was selected to conservatively represent a typical school day. In
the chronic exposure analyses, an exposure frequency of 180 days per year was assumed,
representing the length of a school year. For the subchronic analysis, it was assumed that students
would attend school five days per week during the 90-day period in question; this is equivalent to
an exposure frequency of 64 days. An exposure duration of 4 years was determined to be the
typical period of attendance at Hibbard School.

4.  Body Weight

A body weight of 58 kg (EPA, 1989) was utilized. This represents the average of median body
weights for females and males aged 15 to 18.

5. Averaging Period

An averaging time of 27,375 days (365 days per year, 75 years) was assumed for the carcinogenic
exposure analysis. For the chronic noncarcinogenic analysis, the averaging period equaled the
product of the exposure duration (4 years) and 365 days/year. As with the residential analyses, the
subchronic evaluation assumed that subchronic exposures occur during a 90-day period in a single
year.

Ri acterization Resul

The calculations of PCB intake and estimated risks for the carcinogenic, chronic noncarcinogenic,
and subchronic analyses are presented in Tables la, 1b, and lc, respectively, for the residents of
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properties near the Newell Street site, and in Tables 2a, 2b, and 2c, respectively, for the students at
the Hibbard School. The results of these screening-level calculations indicate that neither the
residents nor the students are at risk from exposure to ambient air concentrations of PCBs.
Estimates of the total incremental carcinogenic risks due to PCB inhalation are 2.0 x 10-6 for the
residents and 3.6 x 10-8 for the students. Both of these cancer risk estimates are well below the
1 x 10-4 cancer risk level generally used by DEP as the level at which an imminent hazard is
considered to exist and at which further immediate response action must be taken. Chronic
noncarcinogenic hazard indices, based on the DEP’s “acceptable” toxicity value of 0.2 pg/kg-day
range from 0.0108 for the 30-year resident to 0.0004 for the Hibbard School student. Even when
subchronic noncarcinogenic risks are estimated based on the relevant 90-day period with the
highest measured air levels, the hazard indices range from 0.0150 for the 2-year old resident to
0.00137 for the Hibbard School student. These are well below levels of concern and thus indicate
that there is no need to take immediate response actions to address the concentrations of PCBs in
the ambient air in this area.

i

1
COMPARATIVE RISK EVALUATION FOR RESIDENTS NEAR SILVER LAKE

In an October 13, 1993 letter to GE, DEP indicated its belief that Silver Lake * appears to be a
likely source of [PCB] contamination in ambient air.” ChemRisk has prepared the following
comparative analysis to offer perspective on measured PCB air concentrations near Silver Lake.

Estimation of Ambient Air Concentrations

Two air monitoring stations are positioned closely to Silver Lake. One station, referred to as the
Silver Lake air monitor, is located on the eastern side of the lake on top of a permanent concrete
platform at which water levels in the lake are controlled. The second air monitoring station, located -
at GE’s Building 328, lies approximately 400 feet east of Silver Lake (Zorex, 1993). There is no
residential area adjacent to the eastern shore of the lake; rather, all nearby residential pro;;erties‘ are
located at the southwestern corner of the lake. All of those homes are set back from the lake and
are separated from the lake by areas of heavy vegetation and undergrowth. Thus, exposure points
for nearby residents would be at some distance from the lake. Finally, because the prevailing wind
in this area is from the west (Zorex, 1992), the tendency would be for any vapor emissions from
the lake to be dispersed and distributed in an easterly direction.
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Given these site-specific considerations, ChemRisk believes that it is inappropriate to assume that
air levels measured at the Silver Lake monitor would be representative of air levels at the residential
properties, for several reasons. First, the monitoring station is located in the area of the lake where
sediment levels are the highest and may not be considered representative of emissions from the
entire lake. Second, the monitor is located just above the surface of the lake so that there is little
opportunity for mixing and dispersion to occur before the air reaches the monitor. Mixing and
dispersion would occur before lake emissions reached any residential properties. Third, the
prevailing winds tend to move emissions in an easterly direction, away from residential areas and
toward the Silver Lake monitoring station. As a result, it is expected that air levels measured at that
monitoring station would be far higher, generally, than the levels that would be measured in the
nearest residential area.

For these reasons, ChemRisk believes that the PCB air concentrations reported at the Building 32S
sampling station are the more appropriate available data to use in evaluating PCB air impacts on
nearby residents. This monitor lies essentially downwind of Silver Lake and is located at a
generally similar distance from the lake as are the residences. Because of the prevailing winds, it is
likely that the impact of vapor emissions from Silver Lake (if any) would result in higher measured
concentrations at Building 325 than would be expected to occur at the residential neighborhood to
the southwest. For this reason, the air monitoring data collected at Building 32S in 1992 may be
considered to be conservative but reasonably representative surrogates for hypothetical air
concentrations at the residential properties.

Based on six samples collected at the Building 32S monitoring station over the summer months in
1992, Zorex (1992) reported a mean PCB air concentration of 0.005 pg/m3. Three winter
sampling events at this location resulted in a single detected PCB air concentration of 0.0005
Hg/m3 and two nondetect events with a reported detection limit of <0.0005 pg/m3 (Zorex, 1993).
These data indicate a winter average PCB concentration below the detection limit for this location.

The available data for the Building 32S monitoring station indicate that the PCB concentration
levels at that location are generally similar to the levels at the stations in the front of the Newell
Street site. Thus, the average summer concentration of 0.005 ptg/m3 for Building 328 is similar to
the average summer concentration of 0.006 pLg/m3 for the stations in the front of the Newell Street
properties. The low winter concentrations at Building 328 are likewise similar to those estimated
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for the front of the Newell Street site through application of the front-to-rear ratios to the winter
data from the rear of 191 Newell Street (Zorex, 1993, App. XX)

P ial Risk, iden ily

Based on the assumptions that ambient PCB concentrations measured at Building 32S are
conservatively representative of ambient levels in the residential area near Silver Lake and that
those concentration levels are generally similar to the levels measured or estimated for the front of
the Newell Street properties, risks to the residents near Silver Lake can be qualitatively evaluated
through a comparison with the estimated risks for the Newell Street residents.

For subchronic risks, this evaluation is straightforward. As shown in Table 1c, the calculated
subchronic noncarcinogenic risk for a two-year-old resident on Newell Street for a 90-day summer
exposure period (which represents worst-case conditions), using an average summer PCB
concentration of 0.006 [tg/m3, results in a hazard index of 0.015. This hazard index is far below
that which DEP considers a concern. The monitoring data from Building 32S, which are-
considered to represent levels in the residential area near Silver Lake, show a slightly lower
average summer PCB concentration (0.005 pg/m3) than that for the stations in the front of the
Newell Street site. Hence, it follows that subchronic risks are also acceptable for the residents
living near Silver Lake.

As indicated earlier, annual air sampling data are not available for Building 32S. However,
because average summer and winter PCB concentrations at 32S are similar to average summer and
winter PCB concentrations at the front of Newell Street, it seems reasonably to assume that annual
concentrations at 32S are also similar. Given that assumption, it follows that chronic cancer and
noncancer risk estimates for 32S would be similar to those presented in Tables 1a and 1b of the
Newell Street residential risk analysis. Because both risk estimates were well below the DEP’s
risk benchmarks triggering the need for an immediate response action, the same would be true for
conditions at station 32S. Thus, based on sampling data from 328§, PCB air concentrations in
residential areas adjacent to Silver Lake would not be expected to pose any short- or long-term
health risks.
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ALTERNATIVE RISK EVALUATION AND SENSITIVITY ANALYSES

In a memorandum dated August 24, 1993, ORS recommended that daily ambient PCB
concentrations be compared with DEP's Threshold Effects Limit (TEL) for PCBs to determine the
need for STMs (now IRAs) (Hutcheson, 1993). This approach indicates a view that it is
appropriate to use the results from a single sampling day to estimate health risks from PCBs.
ChemRisk does not agree with that approach. Nevertheless, as a sensitivity analysis, ChemRisk
has conducted an evaluation using the highest applicable single-day exposure concentration for the
Newell Street residents. We have also conducted the comparisons recommended by ORS for the
PCB concentrations pertinent to the Newell Street residents and Hibbard School students and to
residents living near Silver Lake.

S . s - E 1 . II- E[ C So ] E E

As a worst-case analysis, a single-day exposure has been evaluated for the residents of Newell
Street using the highest 24-hour concentration measured in the front of the Newell Street site. That
maximum 24-hour concentration was 0.0097 jig/m3, measured in the front of 191 Newell Street
on July 3, 1993. To complete this analysis, a single-day exposure to that concentration by a two
year-old child was modeled using an inhalation rate of 0.27 m3/hr (based on DEP’s (1993)
recommended minute ventilation rates), an exposure time of 24 hours, an exposure frequency of
one day, a body weight of 13 kg, and an averaging time of one day. DEP's noncarcinogenic
intake level of 0.2 pg/kg-day for imminent hazard evaluations was used in this analysis. The
results are presented in Table 3. They show an estimated noncarcinogenic hazard index of 0.024,
which is substantially lower than DEP's suggested intake level, indicating that the risks are
acceptable even in this worst-case analysis. It should also be recognized that this calculation is
highly conservative due to the use of a chronic health criterion (0.2 pg/kg-day) for an acute
exposure event.

. . ‘th the TEL

As noted above, the ORS memorandum of August 24, 1993, recommended a comparison of 24-
hour PCB concentrations with DEP's TEL for PCBs (0.003 pg/m3). The memorandum
recommended further that in any case where that comparison results in a hazard index of 5 or
greater (i.e., where any concentration exceeds the TEL by 5 or more times), further action should
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be required. According to the ORS me:1_.orandum, the ambient PCB concentration associated with
a hazard index of 5, based on DEP's TEL value of 0.003 pg/m3 for PCBs (and considering certain
rounding off), is 0.014 pg/m3.

1. Newell Street Area

As explained by ORS (Hutcheson, 1993), DEP's TEL of 0.003 j1g/m3 is based on an occupational
exposure limit, adjusted to more closely represent continuous exposures to more sensitive
populations. It was derived using a number of adjustment factors, including a relative source
allocation factor of five to account for possible exposure to PCBs via other exposure routes. While
it may be appropriate to apply a relative source allocation factor when there is potential for
exposure through dermal or ingestion pathways, it does not appear to be relevant when considering
off-site inhalation exposures attributable to the Newell Street site. Because the Newell Street
properties are commercial properties providing very limited access to contaminated areas, it would
not be expected that nearby residents or Hibbard School students would experience direct contact
with contaminated soils. For this reason, comparison of sampling results with the TEL is an

- overly conservative approach.

Nevertheless, for screening-level purposes, we have made a comparison of relevant monitoring
data from the Newell Street site with the 0.014 pg/m3 action level derived by ORS. In this
comparison, we have not used concentrations measured at the monitor in the rear of 191 Newell
Street, because that monitor is located in an area that has highly restricted access and no potential
for continuous 24-hour exposure. Rather, we have used concentrations from the monitors in the
front of 191 Newell Street and at the F.W. Webb property, which are more representative of actual
exposures at the residences on Newell Street and at Hibbard School. The comparison has been
made both for the 24-hour concentrations measured at these stations in 1993 and for the estimated
24-hour concentrations calculated for these stations by Zorex based on application of the 1993
front-to-rear ratios to the 1991-92 data from the rear of 191 Newell Street. None of the measured
or estimated 24-hour PCB concentrations for the stations in the front of the Newell Street
properties exceeds the ORS acceptable of 0.014 pg/m3. The maximum measured 24-hour
concentration at either of these stations was 0.0097 pg/m3 and the maximum calculated

concentration is 0.011 pg/m3 (see Section 7.1 of Zorex (1993) report).
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2. Silver Lake Area

A similar comparison has been made to assess exposures for residents living near Silver Lake. In
this comparison, for the reasons articulated earlier in the Silver Lake exposure and relative risk
discussion, it is not considered appropriate to use the ambient PCB concentrations measured at the
Silver Lake monitoring station itself, which is located on the eastern side of the lake. The location
of the residential properties (on the western side of the lake), the distance of those properties from
the lake, the dispersion and mixing that occur above the lake, and the prevailing wind direction
from the west (Zorex, 1992) all indicate that concentrations of PCBs in air would be lower in the
residential locations than the levels measured at the Silver Lake monitor. As discussed above, it is
more reasonable to consider the ambient PCB concentrations measured at the Building 32S
monitoring station as a conservative, yet reasonable, surrogate for air concentrations at the

residential properties.

Despite the fact that the Silver Lake PCB emissions would generally be expected to move in the
direction of monitor 325, none of the sampling days for 1992 at that monitor exceeded the DEP’s
action level of 0.014 pg/m3. The maximum 24-hour concentration at that monitor was 0.0071
pg/m3 (Zorex, 1992). This indicates that dispersion and dilution reduce concentrations before they
reach the monitor. It is expected that air concentrations in the residential neighborhood west of the
lake would be even lower than those measured at 32S; consequently, it is unlikely that residential
air levels are in exceedance of the DEP’s action level.

CONCLUSION

The foregoing deterministic risk calculations, together with the sensitivity and alternative analyses
presented above, indicate that the PCBs measured in the ambient air at the Newell Street site and
Silver Lake do not present an imminent hazard or a significant risk to residents in the area or to
students at Hibbard School. On a risk basis, therefore, further STMs or IRAs are unwarranted.
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Table 1a, Off-site Residential Carcinogenic Risk Via Inhalation

LADI= AC*IR * VPF*ET *EF *ED * 1/BW * I/ATc * CF

Risk = CSF* LADI
AC IR VPF ET EF ED BW ATec CF LADI GSF Cancer Risk
Receptor Aversge Alr Inhalation  Vapor  Exposure Exposurs  Exposure Body Averaging  Conversion Lifetimo Aversge  Cancer Slope Estimate
Concentration  Rate  Penctration  Time Frequency Duration Weight Time, Factor Daily ltake Factor
Pactor Carcinogen
(ughn’3) (m*3hr) (unitiess) (hr/day) (daysfyear) (years) (kg) (days) (mg/ug) (mg/kg-day) kg-day/mg wnitless
Adult: 1830 yr 0.002 0.83 10 24 350 12 68 27315 1.00E-03 8.99E-08 1.1 6.928.07
Child:
0<6yrs  0.002 0.32 1.0 4 350 6 14 27375 1.00E-03 8.42E-08 7.7 6.48E-07
6<18yrs  0.002 0.6 10 20 350 12 42 27315 1.00E-03 8.62E-08 717 6.64E-07
Total Inhalation Risk:  2.00E-06
Table 1b. Off-site Residential Chronic Noncarcinogenic Hazard Via Inhalation
CDI= AC*IR* VPR*ET*EF *ED * I/BW * 1/ATnc
Risk = Hazard Index » CDUR(D
AC IR VPF ET EF ED BW ATnc DI RID Noncancer
Receptor Average Alr Inhalatisn ~ Vapor  Bxposurs Exposure Exposure Body Avenaging Chronic Reference Hazard Index
Concentration  Rate  Penetration  Time Frequency Dunation Weight Time, Daily Intake Dose (Chronic)
Factor Noncarcinogen
(uphr'3)  (@e3he)  (uniless) (huiday) (dayalyear) (years) (kg) (days)  (ug/kg-dry) (upkgday)  umitless
Adult: 1830 yr 0.002 0.83 1.0 24 350 12 68 4380 5.62E.04 02 2.81E-03
Child: .
O0<6yrs 0.002 0.32 1.0 ¥ 350 6 14 2190 1.05E-03 0.2 5.26E-03-
6<18yrs  0.002 0.6 10 20 iso0 12 42 4380 5.39E-04 02 2.69E-03
Total Hazard Index:  1.08E-02
Table 1, Off-site Residential Subchronie Noncarcinogenic Hazard Via Inhalation
SCDIw AC* IR * VPF * ET * EF * 1/BW * 1/ATne
Risk = Hazaed Index » CDIRID
AC IR VPF ET EF BW ATne SCDI RID Noncancer
Receptor Average Air Inhalation  Vapor Exposure Exposure  Body Avenging Subciwonic  Reference  Hazard Index
Conceniration  Rate  Penctration  Time Frequency Weight Time, Daily Intake Dose (Subchronic)
Factor Noncarcinogen
(up/m"3) (mA3Mr)  (unitless)  (hr/day)  (days) (kg) (days) - (up/kg-day) (ug/kg-day) unitless
Child (2 years) 0.0080 0.27 1.0 24 90 13 90 2.99E-03 0.2 1.50E-02
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Table2a, Off-site Carcinogenic Risk to Hibbard School Students Via Inhalation

LADI= AC* IR * VPF*ET*EF*ED * 1/BW * I/ATc * CF

Risk = CSF ¢ LADI
AC IR VPF ET EF “ED BW ATc CF LADI CSF Cancer Risk
Receptor Average Air  Inhalation Vapor Exposwre  Exposure  Exposure Body Aversging  Conversion _ifetims Aversge  Cancer Slope Esthmate
Concentration Rato Penctration Time Frequency  Dunation Weight Time, Factor Daily Intake Factor
Factor Carcinogen
(ug/m}) (M) (unitless)  (iday)  (daysiyear)  (yeans) (kg) @ay)) ¢ -day)  kg-daymmg unitless
Teenager 0.0018 0.82 1.0 7 180 4 58 273715 1.00E-03 4.69E-09 17 3.61E-08
Table 3b. Off-she Chronic Nomcarcinogenic Hazard to Hibbard School Students Via Inhalation
CDI=AC*IR * VPF*ET s EF ¢ ED * I/BW * I/ATnc
Risk » Hazard Index = CDI/RID
AC IR VPF ET EF ED BW ATnc o1 RID Noncancer
Receptor Average Air  Inhalation Vapor Exposure  Exposure  Exposwe Body Averaging Chronic Reference  Hazard Index
Concentration Rate Penetration Time Frequency  Duration Weight Time, Daily Intake Dose (Chrounlc)
Factor Noncarcinogen
(ug/m*3) (u'dhg)  (unitless) (ufday)  (daysfyear) (yeans) (kg) (days)  (pp/kg-day) (ug/kg-day) unitless
Teenager 0.0018 0.82 1.0 7 180 4 58 1460 8.78E-05 02 4.39E-04
Table 2¢c. Off-site Subchronic Noncarcinogenic Hazard to Hibbard School Students Via Inhalation
SCDI= AC*IR * VPF*ET *EF* I/BW * /AT
Risk = Hazard Index = CDURID
AC IR V¥ ET EF BW AThe SCDI RID Noneancer
Receptor Avennge Air  Inhalation Vapor Exposwre  Exposure Body Avenging  Subchronic  Referenco  Hazard Index
Concentration Rate Penetration Time Frequency  Weight Time, Daily Intake Dose (Subchronic)
Factor Noncarcinogen
(ug/m*3) (m*3hs)  (unitless) (he/day) (days) (kg) (days) (2 -day) _ unitless
Teenager 0.0038 0.82 1.0 7 64 58 90 2.74B-04 0.2 1.37E-03
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Table 3. Single-Dey Haxard for Two Year Old Resident Via Inhalation

Al=AC*IR* VPF*ET *EF ¢ 1/BW * |/ATnc

Risk = Hazard Index = CDIRID
AC IR VPF ET EF BW ATne Al RID Noncancer
Receplor  Average Air Inhalation  Vapor  Exposure Exposwre  Body Avenging Acute Reference  Haxard Index
Concentration  Rate  Penctration  Time  Frequency Weight Time, Intake Dose (wcute)
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SECTION 2

RESULTS OF PHENOLS ANALYSIS FOR TANK LIQUIDS
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BLASLAND & BOUCK ENGINEERS P.C. ) . <::z)
(REQUEST FOR SAMPLING) PHﬁLﬁi’mg‘W,; \

To: Files Date: 4-é§w?2
From: Bruce Eulian File No: 101~75-01

Re: Newell St Farkinmg Lot (above ground)
Tank Sampling

INITIATOR: Jeff Rusbesam {(EE)

CONTACT FERSON: Jeff Rushesam {(HE) XTs: 3728

ITEM DESCRIPTION:

E: To verify if there is any Fhensl (liguid) remaining in
the fwho above ground tanks (tank #1 & tank #2) at the Newell St,

g lot. If gither tank is fournd %o have any ligquid remaining
in i1t we ars to cellect a3 sample of the liquid amnd have it
analyzed so Ge can determine the proper disposal method.

NOTES: Tha‘}cllowing sampling program was implemented at the
request of Jeff Ruebesam (GE).

$1.1 Ligquid froem the abkove ground tanks to be zampled for FPhenols.
Samples are to be anslyzed by the GE lab in Pittefield, Ma. {RiI11
Fessler GE) for Total Phenols.

agp
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ENVIRONMENTATL LABORATORY.-

xx%x TEST REPORT *#xx

SUBJECT: WATER SAMPLE FROM NEWELL STREET PARKING LOT
REQUESTOR: A. COLE

TEST(S) BY G.J. DESNOYERS. 11-331, C23. x4351

REPORT BY G.J. DESNOYERS, 11-331, C23, x4351
BOOK 9004, PAGE(S) 88

OBJECT:
PHENOL CONCENTRATION IN WATER

%: SAMPLE ID:

- TWO JARS OF DIRTY WATER FROM THE NEWELL STREET PARKING LOT. THE
TWO JARS HAD THE SAME IDENTIFICATION, AS FOLLOWS:

€ NEWL-TANK-C1

INITIALS: BEE-AGP

2/6/92 SAMPLE TIME = 1100

- PROJECT 101.75.01 GE PITT

: SAMPLES WERE TAKEN BY BLASLAND & BOUCK.

METHODS :
APHA METHOD 510C. TWO JARS WERE ANALYZED SEPARATELY. ANALYSES
WERE MADE USING 0.1% DILUTIONS OF SAMPLE. DIRECT 4-AAP METHOD
WITHOUT DISTILLATION. EXTRACTION WITH CHLOROFORM WAS NOT NEEDED.

RESULTS:
1ST JAR 456 MG/L PHENOL
2ND JAR 507 MG/L PHENOL

DISTRIBUTION:
A, COLE, G56:
G.J. DESNOYERS, C23;
W.A. FESSLER, C23.
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RESULTS OF TCLP ANALYSIS FOR TANK LIQUIDS
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RLASLAND & EQUCK ENGINEERS P.C.
(REQUEST FOR SAMPLING)

Al

To: Files Date:; I-56-92

From: Bruce Eulian File No: 101-7%-01
Fe: Newell St Farking Lot (above ground)
Tank Sampling
INITIATOR: FRoss Clark (3E)
DATE: <-27-SZ
BLDG. LOCATION: New=ll St Farking Lot
CONTACT FPERSON: Foss Clark (GE) EXT: Zo%1

ITEM DESCRIPTION:

FURFOSE: To collsct a sampie for GE of the liguid remairing in
T z the N

Water tank (Tamk #1) loce
prroper dispesal method. .

NOTES: -

.3 The liguid from (Tank #1)
se sampled for TOLFP (nc hericides pr pesticides).

2:) BGE requests the zsample to be amalyzed by Alpha Aralytical
Pittsfield BE Lab for covrrier).

S&m

the

{te

Sl ¢

?'2
Ngwell Et. Farking Lot to determine ths

iocated at the Newell St. Farking Lot is to



GENERAL EILFICTRIC
ENVIRONMENTAL LABORATORY
Test ReporxrtT

Title: TCLP Analysis of Newell Street Tank Sample Number: EL~-92-029
Date: March i8, 1992

‘Test by: Alpha Anzlytical Requested by: RD Clark
Re?ort by: WA Fessler MWW
§ ] 3 .-,q-«f 3

A sample from the Newell Street Tank was sent to Alpha Analytical Laboratories
for detarmination of toxicity characteristics listed in the Toxicity Character-
istic Leaching Procedure (TCLP, 40CFR268, Appendix I). The resultg are gumma -~
rized in the attached table.

Paramet?rs which exceeded the regulatory limits are identified by the comment
'EXCEED’.

Sample NEWL~TANK-C2 shcwed the characteristic of toxicity due to the presence
of cadmium,

A copy of the report from Alpha is attached.

T,

DISTRIBUTION: MHanager, Envicormental Laporatory  G23
RD Clark 11-205



El~92029

Mar 18, 1892°

Sample ID Result Regqulatory Linit
NEWL~TANR-C2 »g/L ag/L
E N T T —
Arsenic < .5 5,000 OK
Barium .55 100.000 oK
Cadmium 2.1 1.000 EICRED
Chromium < .1 5.000 oK
Lead .3 5.000 (014

.007 .200 oK
Selenium < 025 1.000 CK
Silver < .05 5.000 (s} 4
o-Cresol < 200.000 (6 4
m~Cresol < 200.000 OK
p~Cresol < 200.000 CK
Cresols .591 200.000 CK
. 2,4-Dinitrotoluene < .06 .130 0K
Hexachlorobenzene < 044 .130 [0} 4
Hexachlorobutadiene < .128 500 1514
Hexachloroethane < .08 3.000 (o 4
Nitrobenzene < .0304 2.000 OK
Pentachlorophenol < 147 100.000 Ok
2,4,5~Trichlorophenol < .076 400,000 oK
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol < ,044 2.000 oK
Pyridine < .4 5.000 OK
Benzene < ,005. .500 ox
Carbon Tetrachloride <« .005 .500 oK
Chlorcbenzene < .018 - 100.000 oK
Chlaorofora < 0075 6.000 15: 4
1,4-Dichlorohenzene < .05 7.500 X
1,2-Dicliloroethane < ,0075 .500 oK
1,1-Dichloroethylene < .0075 . 700 oK
Tetrachlorvethylene < 0075 . 700 K
Trichlorcethylene < ,005 .500 oK
Vinyl Chloride < .018 200 ox
Hethyl Bthyl Ketone < ,05 200.000 oK
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ST ENGINEERS, 2,0,
(REQUEST FOR SAMELINGS

g: Files
FrROM: Bruces Eullan FILWE NO: i¢1.75.01

RE: Newell Zt. Farking Lot Tank Sarpling

INITIATOR: fAimse Coile

1)
]

1.) Liguid

PURFCSE: To tollect & sample for SE of the liguid remaining im the Phenmcl
& UWater tank (Tank %1} locaied at the Newell 2t. Farking Lot and analyze
for Total Osgamic Carbon (TOCT) per QE request.

NOTES:

1.} The liquid from Tank #1 located atl the Newell St. Parking lot is to pa
sampled for Total Organic Carbon (TOCS.

2:) The sample is to be taken o EBldg 120X %o be analyzed. See ihe
attached sampling reguest lztter from Alnee Cole (BE) dated 7-1-%2.

Jin



ey,

GE COMPANY

ENVIRONMENTAL
REPORT

Requested by: /}/mgc Cﬁ/& / Daﬁe:-z/lj/.il._
Sample Identification Total Organic Carbon
Newell ST forkine Lot 23,567 -
Tank~¢3 o * T
ank=C3 (ry. T/0).750!
Comments: -

_— 4

Analysis by: 22274,5'1& L lass '::AJS/C/-Q (techniecian)

Date of Analysis: '7,/[ 7/ 92
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AUGUST 27, 1992 LETTER DEALING WITH THE REMOVAL

OF THE FORMER PHENOLS METERING BUILDING
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Area Environmental & Facility Programs
Generai Electric Company
100 Woodiawn Avenue. Pittsteid. MA 01201

August 27, 1992

Mr. Richard M. Green

Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup
Department of Environmental Protection
436 Dwight Street

Springfield, MA 01103

Dear Mr. Green:

Per my telecon with Tony Kurpaska on August 26, 1992, this
letter will finalize our plans to remove the former metering
building from the northwest corner of the Newell Street parking
lot. The subject was first raised in the January 1992 MCP
activities status report, enclosed as Figure 1. It is again
mentioned in the July 1992 status report (Figure 2).

Also enclosed is a copy of the NOI submitted to the Pittsfield
Conservation Commission and DEP Western Region Bureau of
Resource Management (wetlands). The Conservation Commission
hearings have been held and closed, and an order of conditions
is expected within the next two weeks. It has been assigned
file number 263-352.

The procedures to be followed in the removal process are covered
in the NOI. The job has been put out to bid to four firms
qualified in handling the hazardous materials (phenol) expected
to be encountered in the project. We have specified no
disturbance of riverbank soils having notified the bidders that
PCBs are present in the soils.

£
|
:
|

I plan to award the contract to begin work in early September
with completion expected by the middle of October.

Please contact me should you have any questions or concerns.

Yours truly,

G. Grant Bowman
Manager - Environmental Engineering

/1lir

Enclosures

cc: A. Kurpaska
M. White
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N STREET - PHASE MCP ACTIVITIES
JANUARY 1992

Activity Summary

Work on the Phase II Interim Report due to be submitted
to DEP on February 28, 1992 is in progress.

During a tour of security items, a broken asbestos
covered pipe was observed along the northwestern edge of
the Newell Street parking lot. Steps have been taken to
contain the asbestos, and it will be removed as soon as
all appropriate permits have been obtained.

The line runs to a small shed in the extreme NW corner.
It reportedly once conducted wastewater from the former
Plastics manufacturing facility on Silver Lake Blvd. for
purposes of a treatability study-with the City POTW. The
building contains two small steel tanks in a concrete
dike. One tank is empty. The other, containing
approximately 700 gallons of liquid, has been tested for
total phenol and found to contain approximately 500 parts
per million. Since the building has not been used for
over 20 years, it is planned to immediately verify the
security of the dike and prepare a scope of work for a
removal plan to be implemented as soon as weather permits
complete sampling of the liquid for proper disposal.

Analytical Results

Soil and groundwater analytical results from the Newell
Street parking lot borings and monitoring well
installations received in January are listed in the
following table. Analytical laboratory data sheets are
provided in Attachment 1.

Issues

None.



Jr—

¢

e 8

S —~ PHAS S
JULY 1992

Activity Summary

- DEP comments are being awaited on the Phase II Interim
Report submitted on February 27, 1992.

- A Notice of Intent (NOI) was submitted to the Pittsfield
Conservation Commission for removal of the building and
two abandoned metering tanks located adjacent to the
Newell Street parking lot. Review of the NOI is
scheduled for the August Conservation Commission
meeting.

Analytical Results

- Sampling was not conducted during this reporting period.

Issues

- None.

-ty
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NEWELL STREET - PHASE II MCP ACTIVITIES
OCTOBER 1992

Activity Summary

- Demolition of the metering building is complete. The
two storage tanks were cleaned, removed and are awaiting
disposal. Wipe samples were collected from both tanks.

- The proposal for short term measure for drainage swale
was submitted.

Analytical Results

- Analytical results from tank testing are being awaited.

Issues

- None.
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N ST - P E II MCP ACTIV ES
NOVEMBER 1992

1. Activity Summary

- Demolition of the metering building is complete. The
two storage tanks have been disposed as scrap steel for
meltdown after appropriate cleaning and wipe sampling.

- The proposal for the short term measure for drainage
swale was approved on November 23. An amended order of
conditions has been submitted to the Pittsfield
Conservation Commission for approval in December.

2. Analytical Results

- Analytical results from tank testing are being awaited.

g 2. Issues

- While the requirement in the November 23 letter to place
a layer of filter fabric in the swale while waiting
approval (should approval require the full four months)
is not anticipated to be a problem, physically accessing
the site with the current snow cover may be a hindrance.
We will make every reasonable effort to complete this
work at the earliest possible date.

|
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! NOTICE OF INTENT FOR
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
DEMOLITION OF FORMER
i METERING BUILDING

g

T

Hill
EeNgINesrs
g{ch%?ec?ﬁ

planners

P.O. Box 293 B 50 Depot Street M Datton, MA 01226 M (413) 684 0925 M TELEFAX (413) 684-0267
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Farm 3 TN DEQE Fie No. ;
. %ﬁ% :> Commonweazith {Ta se provicea 3y O2QE;
. I ==~ of Massachusetts .
> ;€§é§ K City:Town
E— ‘ Agplicant
Notice of |
Under the
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act, G.L. c. 131, §40
and

Application for a Department of the Army Permit

Partl: Genera!l Information

1. Location: Strest Address Newell Street
Lot Number 12

2. Project: Type_Demolition - Description __Clean and remove contents of former

A

Metering Building and demolish and dispose of building.

s

3. Registry: County__Rerkshire Current Book 393 & Page___83

Certificate (It Registered Land)

4. Applicant_GE Area Environmental & Facility Programs Tel.(413) 494-3952

é Address 100 Woodlawn Avenue, Pittsfield, MA 01201
L ) ’ .
5. Property Owner__Same as Applicant Tel, _Same
g .
L Address
6. Representative_Hill Fngineers, Architects, Planners, Inc Tel. (413) 684-0925

" Address 50 Depot Street, Dalton, MA 01226

7. a. Have the Conservation Commission and the Department's Regional Office each been sent, by ce;’ti"ﬁéd
mail or hand delivery, 2 copies of completed Notice of Intent, with supparting plans and dgc:.zmems.

Yes £X No O )
b. Has the fes been submilted?
Yes KX Ne O

¢. Amount of the fee submitted:
d. Is = brief statement attached indicating how the apglicant calculated the fee?
Yes C No OO

341

EHectve B/1/82
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8. Have all obtainable permits. variances and anprovals required by local by-. ceen obtained?

“! Yes — No —

jg/g

.* \ Chbtained: Applied For: Nct Applied For:
Demolition Permit ’

e

|

LB 9. Isany portion of the site s&biect to a Wetlands Restriction Order pursuantto G.L. c. 131, §40AorG.L.

c.130,§1058? Yes = No <

fl ' 10. List all plans and suoporting documents submitted with this Notice of Intent,

% Identifying

%! Number:Lstter Title, Date
A U:S.6.S Locus Map

b B Estimated Wildlife Habitat Map

| c Metering Building Demolition Site Plan Drawing GF-946~1
f D Project Description

11.Check those resource areas within which work is propased:
(a)XX Butter Zone o

{b) Inland: . — LR
: T Bank® T Land Subiject to Flooding, e
| ’ C  Bordering Vegetated Wetland” & Bordering C

Z  Land Under Water Body & Waterway ” T lIsolated

I ' {c} Coastal: , .
T = land Under the Ocean” O Designated Port Area”
L. T Coastal Beach” U Coastal Dune
I 4 T Barrier Beach T Coastal Bank .
Z Rocky Intertidal Share T SaitMarsh”
T land Under Salt Pond” T Land Containing Shelifish *
. Z FishRun’

- Likely to involve U.S. Army Corps of Engineers concurrent jurisdiction. See General instructions for

é Comgpleting Notice of Intent, L.
I 3-2



)

e TV

]
&

P —

T2

Is the wetland resource area to be altered by the proposed wark located on the most recent
Estimated Habitat Map (if any) of rare, “state-listed” vertebrate and invertebrate animal species
occurrences provided to the canservation commission by the Natural Heritage and Endangered
Species Program?

YES [ ] NO [yl Date printed on the Estimated Habitat Map issued
NO MAP AVAILABLE {1 (it any) 1992 :

If yes, have you completed an Appendix A and a Notice of Intent and filed them, along with
supporting documentation with the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program by
certified mail or hand delivery, so that the Program shall have received Appendix A prior to the
filing of this Notice of Intent?

YES [ ] - NO [ ]
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Part lI: Site Description )
indicate which of the following information has been provided {on a plan. in narrative description or calcula-
tions) to clearly, completely and accurately describe existing site conditions.
ldentifying
NumpersLetter
(of plan, narrative

or czlculations)
Natural Features:
Soils
. Ve getation
ALC  Topography
A B, &C Open water bodies (including ponds and lakes) )
’:{‘;{2’ &C Flowing water bodies (inciuding streams and rivers)

Public and private surface water and ground water supolies on or within 100 fest of szte
NA  Maximum annual ground water elevations with dates and location of test
L . Boundaries of resource areas checked under Partl, item 11 above

—_— Other
Man-made Features: _
c Structures {such as buildings, piers. towers and headwalls)
c Drainage and flood control faciiities at the site and immediately oif the site. including
culverts and open channels (with inverts), dams and dikes
C Subsurface sewage disposal systems -
_.g_______. Underground utilities .
_— Roadways and parking areas
C

Property boundaries, easements and rights-of-way
Other

Part lll: Work Descnptxon

Indicate which of the following information has been provided (on a plan, in narrative descrzptxon or calcula

tions) to clearly. completely and accurately describe work proposed within each of the resource areas
checked in Part!, item 11 above. -

Identifying
Number/Letter .
(of plan, narrative _ .
or calculations) - = !
. Planview and Cross Section of:
¢ Structures (suchas buildings. piers, towers and headwalls)
None Drainage and flood control faciities, including culverts and open channels (wzth mverts}
) dams and dikes .
E&o Subsurface sewage disposal systems & underground utilities
ne

Filling, dredging and excavating, indicating volume and composition of material
None  Compensatory storage areas. where required in accordance with Part Il Sec:zon 10: "*7
{4) of the regulations

Nope  wildlife habitzat restoration or replication areas

: Cther

Point Source Discharge

Description of characteristics of discharge from point source (both closad and open
channel), when point of discharge falls within resource area checked under Partl, item
11 above. as suoported by standard engineering calculations. data and plans. including
but not limited to the following:

None

3-4



-
- 1. Delineation of the drainage arez contributing to the point of discharge:
- 2. Pre-and post-development peak run-off from the drainage area, at the point of discharge, for at least the
10-year and 100-year frequency storm;
- 3. Pre- and post-development rate of iﬁfiitratior; contributing to the rescurce aréa checked under Part !, item
: 11 above; ] '
4. Estimated water quality characteristics of pre- and post-development run-off at the point of discharge.
- .
' Part IV: Mitigating Measures .
. 1. Ciearty. completely and accurately describe. with reference to supporting plans and czalculations where
» necessary: -
, {a) All measures and designs proposed to meet the performance standards set forth under each re-
LY ¥ source area specified in Part [l or Part Il of the requlations; or
\ {b) why the presumptions set forth under each resource area specified in Part | or Part lil of the regula-
' tions do not apply. '
= Coastal Resource Area Type: Idenntying number or letter
g ¥ Iniana Bordering Land Subject To Flooding of supgert documents
See Exhibit D - Project Description and Mitigating Measures- D -
1
‘%'«:I""
P Z Coastal’ Resource Area Type: - identitying number or letter
! . Inland ,/j . of support documents,

(,'L)
(&2}

¢
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EXHIBIT D
GE AREA ENVIRONMENTAL & FACILITY PROGRAMS
BUTLDING DEMGLITION
FORMER METERING BUILDING, NEWELL STEEET, PITTSFIELD, MA
GE-946
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
This project consists of the safe cleaning, demclition, and remaval of the
former Metering Building and its contents located off the Newell Street Parking
Lct in Pittsfieid, MA. The building is a wood structure Jocated near the bank
of the Housatonic River, It was built in approximately 1360 for the purpose of
coordinating the metering of waste water containing Phenal to the City of
Pittsfield Sanitary Treatmsnt Piant. It contains two (2) fiberglass 3,000
gallon tanks and associated metering equipment. The facility was used for less
than one year. The tanks currently contain a small amount of water and sludge -
with approximately 500 PPM of Phenol. The roof of the building has collapsed.

This project will consist of the removal of all of the wood structure and dike
wall. The foundation portion of the building will remain in place.

Disturbances to be kept to a minimum. The sarth is not to be disturbed.
PROJECT METHODOLOGY

7. Erect erosion control barriers as shown on plan.

2. Plug holes in dike wall of building to insure containment.

3. Erect temporary securily fence.

4. GE personne] to remove glectric service to building.

5. Remove sections of chain link fence as shown on plan.

6.  Remove wooden structure from the foundation around the tanks.

7. Remove water and sludge from _the tanks and the dike to an appropriate
transport vehicle or containers supplied by the Owner.

w

. Clean the floor and interior and exterior of both tanks and associated
equipment to acceptable Phenc! Jevels.

g. Remove tank; and remaining equipment.

10. Clean dike walls and foundation floor to acceptable phencl levels.

11. Remove 2" cast iron pipe from sewer marihole and permanently plug hole.
12. Remove dike wall.

13. Replace fence to pre-demolition condition.

14. Remove srosion control barriers.



MITIGATING MEASURES
There is minimal disturbance to wetland resource areas for this project.

Flood storage will not be affected since the building and storage tanks
will be removed.

There is no change of grades proposed for this project.

:
!
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SECTION 6

RESULTS OF PHENOLS ANALYSIS OF INTERIOR TANK SURFACE

PRIOR TO CLEANING

/
%

2/24/94
B94927F



S

|
P

FHELIMINAM T

D

ND & BOUCK ENBINEERS., P.C.
(REGUEST FOR _SAMELING

TO: Files DATE: 11-11-92
FROM: Brucs Eulian FILE NO: 101.75.01
RE: Bldg 1ZX-1 Tank Sampling

(originating from the Newall St. Parking Lot}
INITIATOR: Aimesa Cols (82)
DATE: 11i-3-92

LOCATION: Bldg 12ZX~1 (phoios available in Pittsfield fils)

CONTACT FPERSON: Almes Cols (FE) EXT: 2834

ITEM DEQCRIFTION:

L.} Residue (Baraps)

SLURFOSE: To collect a sample for BE of the residus remaining on the inside
wali oFf the Phenol & Water tank {(Tank #1) located in Blda 12%-1
(originating from the Newell 8t. Farking Lot) and analyze for Fherol.

L.) The residue remaining on the inside wall of the Phenol & Water tanb
(Tank #1) locatsd in Bldg 12X-1 (originating from the Newsll St. Parking
Lot} is to he sampled for Fhenol Method 420.%.

£+ GE requests the sample to be analyzed for- Phrensl at OBE Laboratories
in Byvracuse, NY.
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A} . PACKAGE/ISARPLE SCHEDULE
- Ved, Nov 11,9992 .
b Project anagers A C
S Page 1 of &
2
¢ . _
PACEA
Client; Blastand »nd Souck Englneers, P.E.
Job Ho.s 28B7.28,517 Description: NEVELL $Y. PARKING LOT FANX BAMPLING
Scheduleds 11-NOV-92 Oues g5-NOw-92
Packape rwber; 3269 OC Level:
Savpless Q9218 - 000215 Munber of sarples: i
Certificarions 10135
Cormentss PROJECYHNDY 75,01
SCHEQULED SAMPLES ’
Samples Shmber Sroup . Parometer 0 Method Hoteix Coxpent s
0009245 - 009215 1 (v X Jotal Sot{ds 828 §.M.16 209F solid 97, '
$OD9215 - DD9RAS 1. (uEd s #henol B73 _tpA £20.) $olid 10, mg !Kgl Dry OAr .
$ Al S £ CKA
Sample bescription 8in Type Coltected Recelved bue Corments

QDOYZYS _ WEWL-JAMK-Ch 28 Grad A0- HOV-92 11-NOV-92 09:00 25-NOV-92




SECTION 7

PCB RESULTS FOR 19 WIPE SAMPLES

COLLECTED FROM SURFACE OF CLEANED TANK

Dlomsommms
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2/24/94
B94927F



= Laboratory
LABORATORIES, INC.
cuienT___BLASLAND & BOUCX ENGINEERS. P.C. Jog No.__2887.026,520
DESCRIPTION G.BE., Pittsfield, MA B&B Job No., 201.16,01
Bildg. 12Y Cleaning Center
Date Analyzed 1-21-93 DATE COLLECTED See Below DATE RECEIVED 1-21-S3
LAB ID NO, DATE PCB COMMENTS | QC RESULTS
: SAMPLED

L P T
12Y-EB-H4396
‘12Y-EB-F4397 .
\ 12Y-EB-W4398 A
L
AJReagem Blank 912195-1.. < T A R _ L
_ _ Reference Sample 012193-1 _+ = | 29./304 = 97%
Comments: Cerufication No.:  NY034
Unitg: Total pg

V Authorized: ﬁ é/—« ,.-m

0BG Laboralories, Inc., an O'Brignd Gere Limited Company
5000 Brittonfield Parkway / Suite 300. Box 4242 Syracuse, NY 13221 /(315) 437.0200 - Date: %‘auar'f 26, 1993
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= Report

LABORATORIES, INC.
cuent__ BLASLAND & BOUCK ENGINEERS, P.C. JoB No.  2887.026.520
DESCRIPTION G.E., Pittsfield, MA BGB Job No. 201.16,01
Bidg. 12Y-1 Cleaning Center -
Date Analyzed 1-28,29-93 DATE COLLECTED See Below DATE RECEIVED 1-27-83
LAB ID NO. DATE PCB COMMENTS | QC RESULTS
SAMPLED

ey

12Y~EBfW44}.6

PrRpaRi oy

12Y-EB-Wad17
e AR

12Y-£B-W4418"”

BTN Mheaperd

12Y-EB-W4419

Bk

S

i
@ A}Reagent MB}.'ank 01.2793-2 : T R : 1.<i O Bl o N
Reference Sample 012783~ 2 28./30 9.’5%
7—:_;.~-- o - ,..T._..,... s o re—_ ¢ . e o e et e —— g
Comments: . Ceﬁiﬁc?ﬁan No.: NY034
Units: Total pg
e (L
08G Laboratories, Inc., an O'Brien 4 Gere Company uthenz T gg
5000 Brittonfieid Parkway / Suite 300, Box 4342 / Syracuse, NY 13221/ (315) 437-0200 Date: February 26, 1983
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cuent__ BLASLAND § BOUCK ENGINEERS, P.C. Jos No. __2887.026.520
DESCRIPTION G.E., Pittsfield, MA B§B Job No. 201.16.01
12Y-1 Cleaning Center

Date Analyzed 2-11-93 DATE COLLECTED See Below DATE RECEIVED 2-10-93

LAB ID NOQ, DATE PCB COMMENTS | QC RESULTS
SAMPLED
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Comments: Certification No.: NY034

Units: Toral ug

~

Authbﬁzedz
CBG Laboratories, Inc., an O'Brignd Gere Company

5000 Brittonfield Parkway / Suite 300, Box 4942 / Syracuse, NY 13221/ (315) 437-0200 Date: PEbmary 26, 1 93
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cuent__ BLASLAND & BOUCK ENGINEERS, P.C.

Laboratory
Report

Jo8 No.__ 2887.026.520

B&B Job No. 201.16.01

bATE Recaivep - 2-10-93

DESCRIPTION G.E., Pittsfield, MA
12Y-1 Cleaning Centez
Date Analyzed 2-11-93 DATE COLLECTED See Below
LAB ID NO. DATE PCB
SAMPLED
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L
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CBG Laboratories, Inc., an U'rien & Gere Company
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5000 Brittonfield Parkway / Suite 300, Box 4942 / Syracuse, NY 13224 /(315) 437.0200 Date: February 26, 1993
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